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ABSTRACT

On the whole, the general state of education in correctional
institutions has improved,.according to this assessment. A major
problem is lack of funding, which is reflected in the quality of
administration, lack of resources, and inabilily to offer meaning-
ful programs on a continuing basis. Since funding is often from
Federal sources or various "soft" sources, continuity is a problem.
The pressure of constantly reapplying for grant money diverts time
and resources from the main purpose of the inmate education programs.

These are among the ccnclusions drawn by researchers from the reésults
of a 1977 survey of '53 correctional educaticn programs. A repre-
sentative sample cf correctional institutions housing more than 10
inmates was surveyed in 48 states. (Alaska and Hawaii were excluced.)
Questionnaires and site visits were used to gather information on
funding, administration, resources, materials, program design and
evaluation, and re]at1on to work programs.

Accordiing to the report, the average prisoner spends 3 years in a
correctional institution, time that should be used to give the’inmate
the skills necessary for survival in society. At present, 40 percent
of the inmates surveyed attended some form of educational program,
and the institutions spend 8.7 percent of their budget on education.
Evaluation of program results, however, is limited; improvement is
needed in this area.

A special study of the effect of the nature of the institution on
education programs found that the conflict between custodial and
treatment functions in some institutions has a negative influence on
the work of the corrections educator. Prison administrators must
emphasize the importance of education to-rehabilitation, and strongly
encourage the cooperation of all employees. The relationship between
work and educational programs also needs-to be clarified and existing
conflicts resolved..

The report details the characteristics of the 163 institutions surveyed
and the methodology used. Also included are a bibliography and a chart
showing inmate flow through a generalized education program.
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CHAPTER 1

THE ISSVES

The issue of educating adult offenders has undergone
considerable review during the first half of this decade.
Growing attention and debate has been given to the need to
focus on the nature, scope and effectiveness of the edu-
cational programs that are avaiiable to the inmates of
the state and feéderal prison systems.

L This interest has. its cause, at least in part, in.the
. . gen;}al recognition that the correctional system, as a
’ whole, is prohibitively costly in human and economic terms.,
"+ A-second factor is the growing awarcness that the lack of
educational and job skills is unusually high amongst in--
.mate populations.' If it is to be accepted that .academic,
~vocational, and social education are the keys to success,
then a majority of inmates have been at a disadvantage
TOom an early age.
There are indications that such disadvantagement may
be a significant caused factor in anti-social behavior. S
4. Certainly, the measurable educational levels of inmates < a
is not high: ' ,

. The Federal Bureau of Prisons estimates
" that up to 50% of adults in federal and
state facilities can neither read nor
write (Reagen, Stoughton, Smith, and
. Davies, 1973) ’

* 90% of all inmates have not completed
high school (Freedman, 1974)

- 85% of inmates dropped out of school :

* before their 16th birthday (Roberts, 1971)

‘'The average inmate functions 2-3 grades below .
the actual number of school years he has S
completed (Roberts, 1371) - '

Two thirds of inmates haVe‘had no vocational  -* .- .
training of any kind (Roberts § Coffey,1976) .
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The Correctional Educatipn Project of the Education Com-
mission of the States (ECS, . 1976a) has recently reaffirmed
these findings. . ’ -

When educational levels of adult inmates are
compared to percentages in the general pop-
ulation with similar educational backgrounds,
disproportionally high pércentages of functional
illiteracy and minimal education are shown to -
be characteristic of the largest number of
.institutionalized people. (p. 13) )

Although there is an admitted lack of valid measures
that can be used to accurately predict the impact of '
education upon an individual's relative success or failure

.. 'in society, the ECS's findings point to an important

cgnsideration with regard to the findings listed and noted
above.

Perhaps more to the point, it is obvious

that to the extent that offenders cannot

use knowledge and skills obtained from
normal culture to cope with normal society,
they will use knowledge and skills obtained
from deviant cultures to cope in whatever way
they can, (ECS, 1976a, p. 14)

Several authorities have commented upon the lack of
knowledge of the effects of educational programs on in-
mates (Ayers, 1975;  Reagen et al., 1973). The final
report of the President's Tack Force on Prisoner Rehabil-
itation, 1970, found that only about 1% of prisoners are
.involved in any kind of edg:ation program and that less
than 1% of prison budgets are .used fc: educational prog-
"rams. In addition, the report asserted that "little is
known about the nature, scope, and effectiven~ss of
education programs for the inmates of the adult correct-
ional facilities of America" (U.S. President's Task Force.
. .,°1970), : :

Education's traditional role of 'outcast" in the
mainstréam of corrections' power, policy anc decision-
making apparatus is at the core of this lack of critical
assessment, limited knowledge base, and the significant °
absence of substantive information about the impuct of
educational programs. For the most part, the central
discussion, with regard to educational programs in corr-
ections, tends to be one of bare survival. At best, this

2
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discussion is one of methdds, techniques, and numbers,
rather than any serious evaluation of goals, purposes, and
expectations.

Despite this lack of knowledge, the absence of rigor-
ous evaluation models, and the consistent subjugation of
education within the institutional heirarchy, a range of
fragmented attempts to develop ‘more appropriate and effect-
ive educational programing for inmates has started< In
all levels of correctional systems, poth states and federal,
efforts are underway to increase academic, vocational, and
social skills. These programs are usually financed by _
"soft'" money from an amalgam of federal sources, under the
auspices of the U.S. Office of Education and the Department
of Labor, and through LEAA grﬁhts administered by State -
Planning Agencies. Private corporations, including RCA,
Fgrd Motors, IBM, and Volkswagen have also begun to enter
the field. \

The administration of these programs varies with the
institution, and the process is further complicated by the
multiplicity of administrative controls found at s*ate and
national levels. The only centralized administrative unit
is that of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, which operates
through regional directors. The rest of the system ‘varies
from state to state. Funds and prog ms may be initiated
and controlled by the respective State Department of
Education, or they may be, as in New Jersey, Texas, and
 Virginia, controlled by a special administrative school
district for correctional facilitie5s. In some states,
there is a direct contract for staff and services with a
school district, vocational-technical school, community
college, or university adjacent ,to a particular institu-
tion. Other state programs are administered by a county
or regional 2ducation facility.

L]

In large measure, the vast range of educational
programs, with their patchwork of funding sources and
varying administrative designs, have contributed to the-.
confusion, misconceptions, and undefined character of
institutional education for inmates,

While correctional education programs now exist in
all state and federal facilities, the design of the prog-
rams varies. Some of these programs are innovative. Mapy
are anachronistic in both concept and implementation, ang
mirror the worst of the educaticnal system in the '"outside"




world (Roberts, 1971). With rare exceptioﬁs, they tend to
present 'the mixture as before", which has already failed
to provide for the inmate gopulation a remedy for academic,

vocational, and social problems. While there are some
widely known educational programs which '"contribute greatly
to the advancement of the state-of-the-art, others are
almost secretive in their content and procedure; some are
a major effort of educators, while many are a minimal
acpi;? of correctional personnel' (Reagen et al., 1973,

) P2 .

“ In this somewhat separatist atmosphere, the study and
assessment of the goals, purposes, and effectiveness of
correctional education appears to remain unattended. Until
this overriding issue is acted upon, there can be little
hope of positively changing the perceptions of those who
set policy for correctional institutions, those who staff
these institutions, and those who are the '"consumers'" of
educational services - the inmates.

In reviewing the literature, program descriptions,
"head count' analyses, and evaluations it is hard not to
form the opinion that one salient reason for the dearth of
goals and purposes in institutional education programs is
the absence of a consistent and effective evaluation com-
ponent. In most cases, evaluation of educational programs,
even when mandated, is less than adequate and, if present,
consists of a gathering of opinions and a-fiscal account-
ing. There is no clear pattern in program evaluation of
what exists, what has been successful, or what has failed.
Sometimes no information regarding the existence of a
funded program exists, let alone an evaluation. There are,
of course, rare exceptions, but, because these exceptions
are indeed so rare, one is often loath to draw conclusions
or to make any '"intuitive leaps' to the larger prison
populrtion.

The more detailed 'catalog" of issues which follows
is based upon, the analysis of all available literature
and research, A complete bibliography is attached. The

For detailed discussion of these issues see
Correctional Education Programs for Inmates, Bell, et al,

Lehigh University, January, available from the
National Criminal Justice Reference Service.




exploration of the li:erature and research concerned it-
self with four general categories of educational programs
which are rcormnon to correctional institutiois, and social
education, a recent and as yet vaguely defined category
which, to a great extent, overlaps and incorporates the
other four. The five categories are as follows:

1, Adult Basic Education (ABE) Programs

For the purpose of this analysis, ABEvprojects include
any organized effort to improve the tasic literacy, lin-
guistic, and computational skills of those inmates who are
either functionally illiterate or for whom there is a

large gap between the attained and potential achievement
in such skill areas.

2. Secondary Education and General Education Diploma

Tograms

These programs are in the area of secondary education,
where, for those inmates who have not completed high
school, curricula and instruction are usually developed
for the purpose of enabling an inmate to obtain a General
Education Development credential. Such programs are
primarily de igned for those who are functioning at the
secondary ' el of achievement, and who desire to take
the High ool Equivalency Examination which is period-
ically adwmsinistered within the institution.

3. Post-Secondary Education Programs

This group of programs includes any college courses
~aveilable to inmates for which they can gain academic,
transcripted credit. These courses and programs are
usuvally made available as part of a cooperative effort
between the institution and nearby two- and/or four-year
colleges. These courses generally serve as an introduct-
ion for inmates to college-level disciplines. In some
institutions it is possible for the inmate to earn an
associate or bachelors degree without ever leaving the
prison.

4, Vocational Education Programs

The goal of these programs is the development of job-
related skills through a combination of on-the-job train-
ing and classroom experience within the institution. Some
of these programs may include the more specific goal of




the acquisition of a trade or technical certification.

5. Social Education Programs

The programs in Social Education are the most diffi-
cult to describe or clarify. Essentially, they are those
programs, almost unique to institutions which prepare the
inmate for reintegration into society after a lengthy
period of incarceration. Such programs would typically
include life skills, decision-making skills, job interview-
ing skills, group and family living skills, interpersonal
skills, problem-solving skills, consumer education, and
communication skills. The facts that such programs are
of relatively recent vintage, that they infringe upon
the role of prison treatment staff, and that they are, by
definition, involved in all of the four previously ident-
ified educational program categories, make social educa-
tion a difficult area to adequately synthesize.

The issues associated with each of the five areas
were examined from five different aspects:

Funding and Administration

Nature of the Institution
Program Design

Access to Resources and Materials
Evaluation .

moaOw>

The catalog of issues presented here are a synthesis
of those identified in the literature, the research, and
by a number of experts in the field. They are in no way
thoroughly or exhaustively presented or argued, nor do
they represent all the issues pertinent to a complex
topic. Instead, they are presented as those issues which
commonly appear in all programs and are readily agreed to
by a substantive body of opinion in the field, the liter-
ature, and the research. It is against this 'backdrop"
of issues that the remaining explanation summarized in
the remainder of this report was undertaken and the
implied assumptions tested.

A. Funding and Administration

Issue 1. Conflict between those external agencies
responsible tor the administration of
educational programs for inmates




This issue seems to have its roots in the fact that
there are usually several agencies within each system .
which have some responsibility for providing educational
programs for inmates. These may include, but are not
limited to, the State Departments of Education and Wel-
fare, the State Department of Corrections, several local
institutions of higher education, and local public school
Systems. While this has been ameliorated to some extent
by a centralized or regionalized administration in the
Federal System and within some states, most sources see
this as a principle issue. '

Issue 2. Conflict between administrators within
the prison

Most authorities indicate that this issue is an
outcome of the.fact that critical administrative and
policy-making decisions relative to educational program-
ing are made by those who are most concerned with security,

Issue 3. Lack of comprehensive lanning to provide
Tong term fundin development and
' T eﬁucEtlonaE

integration o programs

This issue is*an inevitable result of Issues 1 and
¢ and, to some extent, of those which follow.. It is both
caused and compounded by the facts that educational
programing has a relatively low priority within the
correctional institution and that it lacks credibility in
the eyes of both security and other treatment staff,

Issue 4., Lack of adcquate funding-

While an issue common to corrections as a whole, there
seems to be some justification for the argument that edu-
cation may be in need of some additional funding. This
appears to be particularly true if the problems of out-
dated equipment, inappropriate instructional material, and
lack of supportive services are to be addressed. '

Issue 5. Diverse sources of "soft" funding

The number of federal and state agencies which provide
funds for correctional education under varied auspices are
numerous, so numerous, in fact, that considerable adminis-
trative manipulation, time and erfort is consumed in seek-
ing them out, fulfilling the requirements, completing
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_ proposals and tailoring programs to fit their guidelines.

~As funds are usually granted for relatively short periods
and are subject to change on at least an annual basis,
their "soft" status adds considerable uncertainty to
administrator, teacher and inmate. They are also often
part of a state wide allocation and as such require
correctional educators to lobby for their share.

Issue 6. Lack of knowledge of the availability

and requirements of Iunding
L. - -

The correctional education administrafg; is not always
knowl2dgeable about the various sources of funds within:
state and federal appropriaticns. If the administrator
does have such knowledge she or he may not have the power,
the skill, the personnel, or the time to seek out such
funds and consequently is restricted to funds allocated
to the program under appropriations over which he or she
may have no control. ‘

—~

B. Nature of the Institution

3 Issue 7. Conflict between the contradictory
\ philoscphies espoused by custodial
and treatment personnel

This difference in attitude is of long standing and
an accurate reflection of the prevailing attitudes within
the society-at-large. This issue, however, is compounded
by the relatively wide, and ‘acknowledged, rift between
the treatment and education modalities within prisons.
The outcomes of this 'triangulation" are lack of commun-
ication, some hostility, internal competition for funds
and lack of an integrated treatment plan which includes
educational objectives. ' ‘ :

Issue 8. Low priority of the educational program
within the institution

A direct outcome of issue seven has been a lack of
adequate assignment of space, staff and materials. In
addition, there is a widely reported lack of cooperation
and understanding among non-educational and educational
staff within the institution, making educational activ-
ities seem more susceptible to interruption than any
other #nstitutional activity. These both attest and
contribute to education's low priority status within the
institutional framework.




Issue 9, Limitation of educational o ortunities
By lack of contact wWith outsiae world

Community resources and experiences normally available
to those enrolled in all levels of education programs in .
the community are almost non-existent in the correctional
institution program. This makes implementation of an
effective vocational, social or post secondary education
program particularly difficult because such "external"
resources and experiences are invaluable.

Issue 10. Lack of incentives and use of coercion

-The inmate is often put at a disadvantage when enroll-

ing in an educational progran. Frequently he is embarking.
upon a venture at which he has previously failed. The
financial rewards for participation in education, programs
within the infra-structure of thé prison are oftén lower
than those for any of the Blternative activities he could
choose. The availability of educational programs may be
restricted to the evenings when more attractive alter-
natives are available. inmate's efforts in a program .
are not always reinforced by his inmate peer group..
In spite of these negative forces, he may be coerced,
albeit subtly, into attending class by tKe suggestion
that such attendance will look good on his parole or
commutation application,

Issue 11. Hostility of security staff toward
education programs. _
Security staff are often resentful of free education-
-al opportunities made available to "criminals" since they
or their families have never had the opportunity to avail
themselves of such free opportunities, Moreover, their
education and that of their families may have cost them
dearly. This issue seems to te particularly critical in
times of general economic hardship such as those exper-
ienced in recent years. This attitude on the part of
the security staff is often manifested by a lack of
enthusiasm for the efforts of the correctional educator.

It may also result in an indirect "sabotage" of some -
programs.

C. Program Design

Issue 12, Courses not part of an integrated program
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Many of the courses presented appear to be islands
unto themselves rather than being part of a planned edu-
cational program which in turn is part of an integrated
treatment plan. This ad hoc approach has little, if any,
meaning to the inmate and has no relevance to his ne®ds
upon release.

‘Issue 13, 'Lack of specificity in the design of a
course

This parallels the Issue 12. Many courses have no
specific goals in mind and no adequate pre and post assess-
ment. They often reflect the worst of the public school
offerings in which the inmate has already experienced
failure and which may have little meaning for him either
presently or in the future, '

" Issue¢ 14, Inadequate procedures and criteria for
student selection for, and placement in,

appropriate educational programs

There is distinct suppor: for the view.that the
procedures by which students are selected for, and placed
in correctional education programs are, at best, inade-
quate., The instruments used are often inappropriate,
~invalid and badly administered. 'The criteria for place-
ment in programs often include availability, time remain-
ing on sentence, number required to complete minimal-
class roster, whim of counselor or lack of any alternative.

Issue 15, Lack of adeqﬁate support services,
especially atter release

In order that educational programing is carried out
to the inmates' benefit there is the need for accurate ‘
educational diagnosis, counseling, and career planning on
a continuing basis. The lack of these support 'services ,
is a clear issue. The literature received also indicated
that such services assume critical importance immediately
prior to release and particularly during the first months
"on the street'. . : .

Issue 16. Poor quality of instruction and lack of
g speclally trained teachers '

This has been identified as an area of critical import-
ance by most authorities., The special needs and circum-
stances of inmates require specially trained teachers with

10
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unusual personal qualities, Such teachers are rare due to
the small number of training programs specifically designed
for correctional educators, The difficulties experienced
in teaching in corrections have forced many good staff out
of the field. The vacuum has often been filled by teachers
and administrators who are inadequately trained to meet the
specific educational needs of the prison population.,

D. Access to Resources and Materials

Issue '17. Inadeguate and anachronistic materials
and machinery B

This issue seems to be compounded by two factors.
The nature of the typical client - an aduli inmate with
severely retarded academic growth - makes it difficult to
- find materials which are appropriate and effective for
offender populations. Publishers have yet to prepare
appropriate high interest and low readability texts or
supplementary materials that are relevant to such popul-
ations in sufficient quantities and variety. Secondly,
the relatively low budgets for correctional hardware,
especially in the vocational education field. Consequently
much of the instruction is carried out with out-dated
equipment which is hardly conducive to the attainment of
skills readily marketable upon release.

Issue 18. Access to resources limited by security
constraints o S .

Many inmates cannot benefit from educational courses
which may include the use of tools, dissecting instru-
ments, chemicals, or controversial publications. Some
institutions continue to discourage the use of female
instructors no matter how competent on the grounds that
they are '"a threat to security". '

Issue 19, Lack of contact with "external' resources
and personnel

As identified earlier (Issue 9), the isolation of the
prison from the general community, as much by geographic
location as by architectural design, means that -those
resources which are normally available to other educational
enterprises are rarely evident in the nrison classroom.
Few people ~ve willing to visit and voiunteer their ser-
vices in supgort of an educational program in an isolated
* correctional institution on a regular basis, and security
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regulations often preclude lnmate parf1c1par1on in com-
munity offerings. :

E. Evaluation . .
- Issue 20. The lack of anQ/;;;;rous and systematic

evaluation X\h
This appears to be the sinyle most important issue.
It is probably due to many reasops including the following:

AN
AN

‘investigators because o

The lack of any measurablle objectives

The lack of any mandate/to conduct such

'evaluations by funding \agencies

The lack of research an measurement expertise
in the system

any researchers or
the lack of funds"
and the low priority of{coyrectional education
in the total research spectrum

The lack of interest by

The'inability to controi all the variables

The hostile env1ronment of e correctional
institution : '

The difficulty in establishing any sort of
acceptable control group and thus to establish
any sort of experimental des1gn

Lack of concern for assessing the marketability
of training and skills acquired which in -turn
is related to

Lack of established needs in the job market
to which the inmate will return upon release

' The extreme concerns for either security or
humane treatment often preclude measurement of
any specific program outcomes 'as p0551b1e

. standards for evaluation

ﬁésgarchers are at odd< about the use of .
recidivism rates for measuring the effectiveness
of educgtlonal programs. One school of research
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argues that the only real evaluation of success
is impact on recidivism rate, while the other
maintains that any attempt to connect educa-
tional success to recidivism is unrealistic,

In addition to the common issues identified abcve,
each type of program has its own special attendant issues.
As each of the chapters dealing with these programs is
intended to stand alone, it is suggested that such issues
which are unique to the topic can be found by referring
back to the relevant chapter.




CHAPTER I1I

SYNTHESIS

The intent of this chapter is to summarize the syn-
thesis of the data which relate to the framework of issues
presented in the preceding chapter. These data were col-
lected by means of a lengthy questiounaire, site visits to .
representative institutions, and telephone interviews.

I. . Methodology

14

A random mailing sample of 200 institutions: was drawn-
from a population of 327 federal and state prisons in the
continental United States, excluding Alaska. This random
sample was -then checked against the relative distributions .
found in the total population for representat1veness in the
e1ght categories listed below: .

(1) Number of institutions in each Sstate

(2) Regional distribution by geographic quadrant
(3) Number of inmates

(4) Security classification

(5) Sex of inmates '

.. (8).. . Type: of available education programs, e.g.,
Adult 351c Education (ABE), Secondary or GED
(SE/GED)}, Post. Secondary Education (PSE), Voca-

.onaI/Bducatlon (VOC), and Social Education (SOC)
(7 Number,of LEAA-funded projects in the topic area
(8) Numbeq of federal 1nst1tut10ns

The only constri1nt placed on the selection of institutions
" was that those with less than 100 inmates were excluded,
when possible, on the basis that they would be less likely
to have 1ndepen3ent on-going education programs. A com-
parison of the relatlve frequenc1es in both the total popu-
lation and the qa111ng sample is presented in Table 1. It
should be noted !that, throughout this document, all per-
centages are rounded to the nearest whole number. .

The quest1onna1re was mailed to the D1rectors of Edu-
- cation in the 409 institutions in the mailing sample, in
April, 1977. 'lwas designed to gather data relating to

—
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TABLE 1

Characteristics “of Total Population vs. : )
Characteristics of Mailing Sample
_ " ' o Percent of Percent
Characteristic Total Population of Sample
Type of Institution ' ’
curity 10% , 9% -
Minimm Security ' ' 11% . 10%
Medium Security - - 108 ; 12%
Maxirum, Minimm, and | ;
_ Medium Combined 13% I 16%
Data Uriavailable . 56% - 54%
- Sex of Inmates . \ . : . ‘
Male ‘ , 60% : 60%
Female - - 11% 6% -
- Coed | o — 9% , 12%
__Data Unavailable . 21% - 22%
Region - |
Ttheast : - 39 39%
+ Northwest - 16% © 15%"
Southeast ~ . A 35 36% -
.~ _Southwest 10% 11%
Education Programs : -
. Adult Basic Education 78% 81% -
. Data Unavailable 21% - 20%
No ABE : ' 1% _ -- .
Secondary/GED Program 74% 77% /
. .- Data Unavailable o 25%. 23%
”o " No SE/GED ' ' , 1% 1%
Post Secondary Education . 66% 68%
Data Unavailable 28% 26%
, No PSE 6% 6%
' Vocational Education 77% 81%
Data Unavailable 22% 19%
No VOC , 1% 1% o
Social Education . 28% . 25% ..
Data Unavailable 68% 70%
- No_SOC ‘ ‘ 4% 4%
LEAA Federal Projects - 40% ' 41%
Data Unavailable . 48% 45%
No LEAA Projects 12% ) 15%
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the issues in the five major educational program types and
questions were selected to provide a detailed, descriptive,
and analytical picture of the institutions' program offer-
ings. The issues addressed were concentrated in the follow-
ing areas: f

(1) Funding and administration

(2) Nature of the institdtion

(3) Access to resources and materials

(4) Program design ' 3
(5) Evaluation o '

The introductory section of the questlonnalre con-
tained questions regarding the general size, administration,
funding, staffing, and inmate population in the educational
program and was to be completed by all respondents. The
remaining five sections of the questionnaire each pertained
to one of the five types of education programs typically
offered in a correctional setting. These sections included
questions relsting:to placement criteria, monitoring sys-
tems, available programs, course obJectlves and competencies,’
availability and quality of resources and materials, and .
program evaluat1ons done since January 1, 1973

Telephone 1nterv1ews were held w1th each questlonnalre
recipient, to clarlfy the intent of the questionnaire ‘and
the spec1f1c questions it contained. These contacts were

. -also intended to encourage a high response rate and to ad-

dress p0551b1e conqerns about the Purpose. of the NCEEP study
: Quest10nna1res were returned by 163 institutions. In
the remainder of .this document, the term '"respondent" ‘will
‘'refer to only these 163 responding institutions. In addi-
tion, since not all-of the respondent sample will have an-
." swered a given question, the number of item respondents

will be presented, where necessary, and will be denoted by
the letter "'N", . :

In a six week period, from May to mid-June 1977, the
NCEEP staff visited 20 representat1ve institutions, se-
lected on the basis of reg1on, size, and nature of the in-
stitution. Tht purpose of these visits-was to (1) assess
the validity and reliability of the data collected from the
questionnaire, (2) round out, intensify, and complement in-
formation from the questionnaire through direct exposure .
- to programs, personnel,- and resources within the stratified
sample; and (3) assess the environmental and exogenous fac-
tors that may affect correctional education programs.
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During the two-day visit 'to each institution, the project
team interviewed the following people  or their designated
representatives: the Superintendent or Warden, one Deputy
Superintendent, the Director -of Education, two teachers,

two counselors, and two ,inmates. In addition, each Visige
ing team attempted to-gain as much direct contact as pos-
sible with the day-to-day' operations, resources, and envi-
ronment of the institution's education programs.

I1. ,Synthesiﬁ of the Framework

K}

The responses to the questionnaire and those recorded
during the on-site interviews were coded and the resultant
data were organized according to the following categories:

General Information

Funding and Administration
g:ture of the Institution
rogram-Design :
Access to Resources and Materials
Evaluation

TMmMmoOO WS

A. General Information
. v

A high p@rcentage of the 163 institutions responding
to the questionnaire (75%) are located-in rural areas.
. Security classifications of the respondents are as follows:
medium security--42%, maximum security--30%, and minimum <
security--28%. The respondent sample included 131 male,
seven female, and 23 coeducational institutions. The aver-
age population of male institutions is 846, female insti-
tutions average 352 inmates, coeducational facilities aver-
age 574 males and 118 females. The average aze of all in-
mates in the sample institutions is 26.06 years. The length
of time serged in medium security facilities is on the
average SZ:akfmonths, conpared to 31.2 months in maximum
-and 15.44 months in minimum. '

The q;é}age number of inmates enrolled in education
programs of any kind is 304.4. The following table gives"
a detailed(p;eakdown of enrollment figures and programs

offered.




- TABLE 2

Educational Offerings and \
Enrollment by Program Area

Percent of In- |Percent of ‘

Type of |stitutions Of- | Imma.>s |Average Number Enrolled

Program |fering Program | Enrolled | Part Time | Full Time N
_ABE 96% 113 | 46.67 10.49 | 148

SE/GED |  96% 12% 76.67 37.17 155

PSE 833 108 - 49.20 25.50 155
'_voc 89% _10% 41.00 57.51 156

SOC 44% 158 |  58.90 | 11.50 153

The highest educational levels achieved by inmates
prior to commitment are reported in Table 3.
TABLE 3

Highest Educational Level of
Inmates Prior to Commitment (N=133)

Average Number Percent of

Highest Level of Inmates All Inmates
Some College Education 32 4%.
High School Diploma or GED 170 , 23%
Between' 8th § 12th Grades 250 . 33%
Less than 8th Grade 250 _ 33%

B. Funding and Administration

The information relating to the funding and administra-
tion of correctional education programs showed that the
average percentage of the total institutional budget ce-
voted to such programs is 9%. The average total expenditure
per institution for educational programs, including botlh

' lq/(t;\'
AN
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internal and external sources, is $261,201.80
expenditure of $905.59 per enrolled student.
source of funding for education programs in st

tions (75%Y)
is located,

“balance (1%)
private industry.

» & Per annum
The largest
ate institu-
comes from the state in which the institution
with federal sources supplying 23%, and the
coming from various other sources, including

The majority of funds for education pro-

grams in U.S. Bureau of Prisons facilities (92%) comes from '’

federal sources,

with 5% coming from the state in which the

prison is located, and the remainder (3%) coming from other

sources.

These funds were cons. dered "

of the ‘questionnaire respondents,

"inadequate' by 42%,

point

Res
"lack of adequate funds"
inmates' educational needs

generous' by 4%
"adequate' by 54%, and
pondents were asked to indicate if

presented any problem in meeting

respondents were ar follows:

» by rating this item on a five
scale, where 1 represented '"Not a Problem" and §

represented ''Serious Problem'". The ratings of the 157

'y Not A Serious
Problem Problem

1 2 3 4 )

23% 29% 19% 13% I5%

Most of the 112 respondents '(65%) indicated that suf-
r preparing funding ap-
s (50%) had some staff

ficient guidelines are avai.able fo
Half of the respondent
with previous experience in applyin
required 'between fundin

plications.

intervals
marized in Table 4.

TABLE 4

g for funding.
8 reapplications are sSum-

Intervals at Which Institutiors are

Required to Reapply for Educational Funds

The time

Interval State Funds [Federal Funds |Local Funds
1 __(N=116) (N=115) (N=33)
More than once a year 8% 14% 21%
Annually 77% 85% 73%
Every two years 16% 1% 6%
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Of the 140 responding educational administrators, 49%
reported that the necessity of periodically reapplying for
funds interferes with their ability to plan programs for more
than one year ahead. The responsibility of applying for
external funds was reported to be only at the state level
by 36% of the 145 respondents. External funding applica-
tions is a iocal (institutional) responsibility at 28% of
the institutions, and 26% reported both local (institution-
al) and state responsibilities. This sharing of funding
responsibilities was reported to create -problems in both
the planning and the administration of programs by 38¥% of
the 129 respondents. Other problems cited in relation to
funding were the acquisition of materials (27%) and the
retention of staff (17%).

The relative frequencies of responses to questions
regarding the responsibility for the administration of
educational programs are summarized .in Table 5. It should
be noted that since more than one agency could be involved
in administration, the percentage of involvement reported
does ' not total 100% but is rather a reflection of how many
respondents have administrative ties with these agencies.

TABLE 5
Percentage of Institutions Reporting Involvement of

Specific Agencies in the Administration of
Corrnctional Education Programs

Nominal Re- |Functional Re-
Agency [nvolvement | sponsibility | sponsibility | N

Institution 73% 17% 69% 148
State Department of .

Education 47% 39% 9% 149
State Department of ' : ,

Welfare 3% 3% 1% 158
State Department of

Corrections 66% 29% - 44% 147
Higher Education ' :

Institutions - 27% 14% 16% 155
Public School System 7% 5% 3% 156
Other 20% 9% 12% 153
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The multiple administration of education programs was
reported to create problems associated with the administra-
tion of programs (30%), the Planning of programs (29%), and
policy making (17%). The same factor was reported to cause

problems among educational staff by 20% of .the 135 respond-

ents, and 21% cited problems in hiring or replacing staff.
Decisions in the hiring of educational staff were made by
the educational administrator in 39% of the institutions

and by noneducational, institutional administrators in 45%
of the facilities. Certification is the most frequently
cited criterion in the hiring of staff, with 86% of the

160 respondents using this criterion, Civil service status
is also considered in 40% of the institutions. Specialist
training was cited by 26% of the administrators as a criter-
ion in hiring.

' Sitg Visits

The consensus of opinion which emerged from site-visit

interviews was that institutional administrators considered
funding levels for educational programs to be sufficient.

- Concern was expressed about the lack of local control of

such funds and there was some feeling that this limited
administrative flexibility, influenced politics, and de-
terminea priorities in ways over which the institutional

‘adminirtrators had no control. Educational administrators

confirmed that the funds for their programs are provided
by a multiplicity of sources, and 11 of those interviewed
indicated that problems in staffing and program continuity
resulted from this situation. Almost one third of the - edu-
cational administrators (7) indicated that the lack of
funding was|a serious problem, while five, four of whom
were in federal facilities, expressed satisfaction with
funding levels. ‘

The majlor administrative problems reported during the
site interviews were the following: (1) staff shortages
and turnover|, (2) funding of programs, (3) the Education
Department's| lack of power within the institution, and
(4) lack of adequate space. It should be noted that 14
of the educational administrators stated that their re-
lationships with other departments in the institution are
excellent, ‘

The 37 teachers interviewed during site visits gave
responses similar to those of their Directors. A majority
cited problems caused by funding, with only 16 reporting
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no funding problems.. The most common problems caused by

a lack of funds, cited by eight teachers, was in the supply
of educational materials and program continuity. Seventeen
teachers believed that external funding decisions created
problems, particnlarly in the areas of program design and
staffing. Eleven of those interviewed felt that education
had a low priority within the institution and nine reported
. that education lacked appropriate influence and power.
Interviews with treatment personnel revealed that the com-
monly held opinion was that education programs were under
staffed and under funded.-

C. The Nature of the Institﬁtion

The influence of the unique nature of correctional
institutions upon education programs within their walls
has- been identified as significant by most authorities.
Dats conceraing geographic locations, security classifi-
cations, and sizes of institutions were previously dis-
cussed in the section on "General Information'.

A majority (56%) of the 157 respondents to a question.
about educational release reported that the inmate is
always released from work assignments to attend his/her
classes, while 40% of the respondents reported conditional
release for educational purposes and a small number (4%)
reported that an inmate is never released from work assign-
ments. This released time was cited as a cause of conflict
between the Education Department and the other departments
in the institution by 47% of the responding institutions
(N=156). This conflict was either with the Work Super-
visor (38%) or with both the Supervisor and the security
staff (15%).

Directors of Education in 62% of the responding insti-
tutions reported that the higher pay offered in work assign-
ments, especially in prison industries, discouraged inmate
participation in education programs. A quarter of those
responding rated this as a serious factor influencing en-
rollment.

The summary of the responses to a question in which
the Directors of Education assessed the attitudes of other
institutional personnel toward their education program is
given in Table 6.




TABLE 6

Institutions Rating Attitudes of Noneducational
Staff Towards the Education Program (N=159)

reatment

~Pecurity ' |
Attitude Staff Staff Administration
. - 3
Extremely Supportive 21% 54% 56%
Moderately Supportive 64% 45% 41%
Not Supportive 11% 1% 4%
Hostile : 4% .- --

, Security concerns were also addressed by the NCEEP
questionnaire and 59% of the 155 respondents indicated
that the education program and course offerings were lim-
ited by security constraints. It was also reported that
in more than one half of the 147 responding institutions
(53%), teachers were not permitted to offer educational

services to inmates confined to their cells, - -

The availability of education programs for institution-
al staff was explored in the questionnaire. A large minor-
ity of the institutions (42%) had no educational offerings

- "for their staff, 40% had separate classes for staff, and
28% had classes which both staff and inmates attended.

To ascertain what items influenced the education
staff's ability to meet inmates' iearning needs, a list
of items was presented to respondents for their ratings.
The relative frequencies of these responses are summarized
in Table 7,




TABLE 7 .

Factors which Influence the Effective.ess
of Educational Staff (N=157)

B .. | Nt A Ser'ic;us
Probl - | Problem
Factors 1 2 3 4 5
Conflict with Custodia ' S
Staff ‘ .- 45% 26% 22% 5% . 5%

Conflict over Maintenance
. of Institution (e.‘gg '
- inmate jobs) v 31% 33 16% 16% 4%
Lack of Adequate Liaisaon a ‘ '
with Treatment Staff | S2% 30% 12 | S% 1%
.Conflicts with Other In-

. stitutional Programs
~ for Inmates (Religious,
Recreational, etc.) 48% 25% 138 | 8% 5%

Site Visité

The opinions of Superintendents and their Deputies
about the relationship of education tc the goals of the

" institution clustered around two points of view. The first ..

opinion, -held by 12 of those interviewed, saw education as

a segment of the treatment process and an integral part of

the institution. The second view, held by nine administra-
tors, was that education is only part of a systea in which

the main emphasis must, of necessity, be upon security.

All administrators stated that their education programs.
were qualitatively and quantitatively good and important
to the institution. A large proportion (12), however, re-
ferred to education in a management context and believed
that the availability of programs helped, rather than
hindered, security. o

In interviews with educational administrators, the two
most frequently mentioned problems, each cited by five ad-
ministrators, were education's lack of influence and power
within the institution and the lack of adequate space and
~staff. Seven of those interviewed believed security con-

cerns within the institution limited the use of materials
. and space. Four administrators believed that security
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concerns limited the involvement of certain people in the
education program, Particularly women, who were not al-
lowed to be employed as professionals in four institutions.
In eleven of the institutions visited, educational person- .
nel were assigned responsibilities beyond those normally
expected of educators. Often these responsibilities were
in the areas of discipline and security.

Serious intesruptions in the "flow" of inmates through
programs were cited by 16 of the educational administrators.
These interruptions included unexplained security decisions,
delays in arrivals to Classes, '"call-outs" for work assign-
ments, and conflicts caused by the schedulingrof,competing
activities. Other unavoidable disruptions were caused by

transfer, release, and court hearings.

- Less than one half of the educational administrators
(9) considered that educational needs were well integrated
in .the inmates' overall treatment plans. Responses regard- |

parole status were divided, with a slight majority (12) in- \
dicating that it had a great deal of influence. Another l
group of eight, however, believed that the influence of
educational participation upon parole decisions was insig-
nificant 'and expressed concern regarding the inconsistent
application of educational information. in such decisions.

“Educational administrators were asked about the ade-
quacy or existence of a communication system between edu-
cational personnel and other segments of the institution.
Responses from a majority (12) indicated that such com-.
'munication was either on a limited, ad hoc basis or non-
existent. : ,

The teachers interviewed during site visits ranked the
problem of conflicts with “ecurity staff second only to the
problem of student motivation, with 21 reporting that secu-
rity regulations inhibited their effectiveness. The most
commonly held view (17) concerning tue influence of partic- .
ipation in education upon parole status, was that such B
participation has a positive influence in parole decisiofs.
Twenty of the teachers reported that they had duties, usu-
ally in security, which they considered Tan ntial to their
educational responsibilities. The instructional staff ex- -
pressed views similar to thcse of their Directors about
interruptions in inmate "flow" through the educational pro-
gram and about communications between education and the
other segments of the institution. A large number of




teachers (23) also expressed a lack of input intc decisions
. and policies of the institution as a whole, while 14 also
indicated a similar lack of input into the education pro-
gram, . B
Treatment personnel, when interviewed, expressed high

opinions of the education programs. An overwhelming major-
ity (32), however, expressed concerns about the lack of
‘staff and funding for the education programs and the low
student motivation. Specific mention was made in seven
interviews of the dilution of the effect of education
through coercion to enter the program. While unanimously
agreeing that education was part of the treatment process,
less than one half of those interviewed (15) reported
having any formal system for transferring information be-
tween treatment and education. Two thirds of the treat-

ment staff (21) reported that they had received no orienta-
- tion to acquaint them with the offerings and gctivities of
the Education Department, and the remaining respondents
~stated that their only orientation had been a brief descrip-
tion during entry training. - None of those interviewed were
aware of any orientation for educational personnel to the
treatment program and only five did any work in conjunctign
with their colleagues in the Education Department.

The inmates, when interviewed, believed, for the most
part (22 of 39), that institutional education programs were
superior to those they had experienced on the "outside".
Many expressed the opinion, however, that involvement in
such programs was not highly esteemed by either the admini-
stration or their peers. Most inmates (23) considered

.-~ that educational involvement helped them get p roled.

Eight of the inmates expressing this view, ho¥ever, quali-
fied it in unsolicited responses. They did fot believe
that the parole board viewed participation in education as
a positive criterion in parole decisions. They suggested
that the parole board responded negatively, however, if
one was not in a program and was considered to be in need
of an education. Therefore, they believed that it was
better to be in education and gain nothing in the eyes of
the parole board, than to not participate and be denied

a parole.

~ When asked what the attitudes of most inmates were
regarding education programs, one third of those interviewed
(13) felt that most inmates held favorable opiniods about
programs. The remainder of those interviewed were either
not willing to venture an opinion or believed that inmates
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held negative attitudes about educational offerings. A
similar divergence in opinion appeared in responses to

a question about whether the inmates enrolled 'in education
were seérious about the education program. - Sixteen of
\those interviewed said that they believed students to be.
{:;rious, but 17 either felt that the students were not -

serious or that it depended on ‘the individual inmate.
any of those with negative opinions believed that inmates
enrolled in‘education because it was ''good time", an escape
from work assignments, or it enabled the inmate to get off
the cell block. Twelve inmates reported that prison in-
dustries or other work assignments paid better wages than
the education program and five reported receiving no pay
for participation in the education'program. Only four
-inmates reported that they wereeither financially better
- off or just as well off because of enrolling in school, and
. four stated that inmates are not paid for work or school.

D. Program Design:

_ The discussion of the program design information
¢ollected from the questionnaire is broken down into five
subdivisions. These five areas were identified as Critical -
aspects of program design in the issues paper and are as , ‘
follows: (1) the need for courses to be part of an inte-

grated program, (2) the need for specificity in course

deﬁign, (3) the procedures and criteria for student place-

ment and selection, (4) the need for adequate support serv-

ices, especially after release; and (5) the quality of

instruction and teacher training for corrections.

The Need for Courses to be Part of an
“Integrated Program

This issue was explored by questicns which pertained
to (1) time served by inmates and the design of programs
‘within these limits, (2) '"clustering'--the provision of
academic skills in conjunction*with vocational skills,

(3) provisions for simultaneous enrollment in educational
- programs and work assignments, and (4) the availability of
- continuous funding as a consideration in integrated progranm
planning.

Data concerning time served and educational levels at
time of commitment have already been reported in the section
on "General Information'". Factors considered in the design
of Post Secondary Education programs are repcrted in Table 8.
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TABLE 8 .

Factors Considered in the Design of
) Post Secondary Education Programs (N=133)

' \ ' rcent ot Institutions Using Factors
Factors : 0% 20% 40% 60%  80% 100%

- Inmate Needs Assessment | (NN 15
 Institutional Limitations | MRS 3% |
Availability of Instructors ;_58%
' Transferability of Credit | ENEEEEEER30%
Job Market Needs Assessmenf I 5 %

In the five program areas, the most frequently reported
combination of course offerings are as follows (N=155): -

(1) ABE, SE/GED, PSE, and VOC courses--offered by
) 37% of the institutions

(2) ABE, SE/GED, PSE, VOC, and SOC courses--offered
by 32% of the institutions . .

(3) ABE, SE/GED, and VOC courses--offered by 7%
of the institutions )

(4) ABE, SE/GED, VOC, and SOC courses--offered by
6% of the institutions . .

(5) ABE, SE/GED, and PSE courses--offered by 5%
of the institutions «

In response to a question about the 'clustering" of
program offerings, 48% of the 140 responding institutions
do not cluster their vocational courses with ABE, Secondary/
GED, or college courses. Of these 140 institutions, 75%
responded, however, that they have general academic pre-
requisites for certain vocational courses. The percentage
of institutions allowing simuylataneous participation in
program areas is reported in Table 9. This table is to be
read across, by row only, and not by column, because it
~ represents only whether a student enrolled in one program
area can participate in any additional program areas.
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TABLE 9

l%ramumueimﬂJhSthnmiau;Alhndng SDmdtmuxhs
_ Participation in Program Arcas

“Program Area | Program Areas of Allowed Particlation N
of Enrollment | ABE §bc SE7/ PSE WX  Work None

GED .
AE INA s8N M e 708 ot 1o
Soc |73t N aas sey 714 668 7% 109 |
SE/GED | NA a4y mA 268 708 8 7 |iss
Vo lesw 44 7St 62 A eor . 4y |ug

Data relating to the relationship between work super-

- visors and .educators, and problems regarding the relation-
ship between program planning and funding have already been

reported. : ' .

?

The Need for Specificity in Course Deéigg_ ®

Specificity in course design is Jefined by the follow--

ing factors: (1) specific objectives and competencies for
. each course offering, (2) the availab'.lity of these objec- -

-tives to all those involved in education programs, (3) the " |
development of such obiectives in response to inmate needs
as identified by acceptable assessment procedures, and (4)
+ Clear definition of courses and goals nececsary for student
Pplacement, success, and eventual course evaluation.

A summary of. the data relating to the competencies Y
and/or objectives used in correctional education programs A
is presented in Tables 10, 11, and 12.:




TABLE 10

Percentage of Institutions Having Lists of Specific
Competencies and/or Objectives for Education Programs -

'Tﬁngfmnluua \ Percent of Respondents N
. 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% |
soc R 53 | 123
AE | eeeee—0t | 151
SE/GED — 155
VOO | ——————————— 141

Table 11 reflects the percentages of the above insti-
tutions which make these lists available to teachers, stu-
dents, and counselors. - ;

TABLE 11

Availability of Canpetencies and/er Objectives to
: Teachers, Students, and Counselors

Percent

of -

Rqumuknus

100%

80%

60%

40%

208

P

97%

ABE SE/GED voC
(N=122) (N=130) (N=127).

. .
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The criteria used ih'the design of'theée competencijes -and
objectives are identified in the tablé below.

A ~
. e TABLE 12 '
, griteriéHUsed in Design of Objectives
.. Percent | “
-,_of.‘___..___ PN
Respondents
100%
80%
60%
 40%
20%

0%

h

-Centered

[

N
W .
Content-Centered

oe

Teacher-Centered
Teacher-Centered
CdnﬁmﬂrCentenal
Student-Centered
Student -Centered

qucﬁer

ABE SE/GED - VoC

The means of disseminating information about the edu-

cational opportunities within the institutions were explored e
. and, of the 162 respondents, 59% have a handbook or catalog ‘ ’
which describes available-courses and programs. Among the
institutions using handbooks, 69% distribute them to all
inmates, while 31% distribute them only to those interested
in education. Information regarding the percentage of in-
stitutions'which reported having course .syllabi is shown in
Table 13. S )

s
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TABLE 13

Percentage of Institutions Having Course Syllabi

in Specific Program Areas

“Program Area Percent of Institutions 1T N
~ los 208 40% 608 80% 1008 °
~sc I 4§ 105
ABE N 51% 146
 SE/GED R T | 152
- voc R 504 138

. The extent to which responding institutions use
standardized tests to measure the general abilities of

inmates upon entry is summarized in Table 14.
most frequently reported achievement tests, in the '"Other"
zategory, are the Able and the Gray-Votaw-Rogers Gene:ral

Achievement Test (GVR). The most frequently reported

intelligence test, under "Other", is the Otis.

l\~ )
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TABLE 14

Percentage of Institutions
Using Standardized Tests

At

*‘tﬁrcgnt
0 .
Type of Test Institutions N
Achievement Tests ,
iromia evement Test 37% 158
Tests of Adult Basic Education 35% 158
Stanford Achievement Test 32% 158
Wide Range Achievement Test 23% 158
Other - 26% 158
Intelligence Tests ‘ .
nsvxsﬁa Beta 46% 155
Wechsler Intelligence Tests '22% 155
Stanford Binet 8% 155
Slossan Intelligence Tests 8% | 155
Other : 16% : 155
Personality Tests o
Minnesota Multiphasic BN
Personality Inventory (MMPI) 51% 156
Other 17% 156
Vocational Surveys
General Aptitutde Test
Battery (GATB) 52% 156
Singer Graflex Vocational _
Evaluation : 7% 156
Differential Aptitude Test 5% 156
Other 13% 156

Another area of specificity of course design investi-
gated by the NCEEP questionnaire was the way in which insti-
tutions assess course effectiveness. Project data show
that the methods outlined in Table 15 are employed to de-
termine whether program objectives/competencies have been
met.




/ TABLE 15

| Methods Used in Assessing the Attaimment
of Objectives/Competencies

Percent of;gﬁsponaents gz Egperam

Method
(N=90) | (N=141)' | (N~142) | (N=131)

Standardized Tests 208 | 848 844 308
Observation 708 | 67% 58% 864
Criterion-Based

Tests (Teacher-Made) 53% " 55% 59% 69%
Work Sample 338 | 438 | 3n 83%
Other 8% 4% 11% 12%

During courses, inmates' progress is monitored and
evaluated by a variety of means. Table 16 presents the
percentages of those responding institutions which use
these methods of evaluation in the various program areas.

TABLE 16

Methods Used to Monitor and Evaluate
Inmate Progress Through the Educational Program

Percent of Respondents by Program
Method ~ ABE ~SE/GED VOC
(N=152) (N=155) (N=140)
Use of Pre & Post Tests 96% 92% 55%
Staff Meetings 33% 30% 25%
Written Reports from
Teachers . 57% 56% 81%
Interviews with Educa-
tional Counselor 17% 22% 27%
Other ‘ 12% 13% 19%




The following table shows the ways in which the in-
mate is made aware of his/her progress through courses.

TABLE 17

Methods by Which Inmates Are Made Aware of
Their Progress in Fducation Programs

Percent of Respondents by Program
Method — e e
(N=152) (N=155) (N=140)
Grades 41% 50% 55%
Conferences 78% 79% . 76%
Written Evaluation 51% A 52% ’ 68%
Other 21% 19% 11%

In 151 responding institutions, the average percentage
of inmates passing the GED test at first attempt is 69%.
This can be compared to the 1976 national pass rate of 67.8%
for all students taking the test, regardless of the number
of attempts (American Council of Education, 1976, p. 5).
It must be noted, however, that in 62% of the responding
154 institutions, there is a grade level attainment require-

ment for the inmate before he/ske is allowed to attempt the
GED test.

The Procedures and Criteiia for Student
lacement and Selection

The NCEEP questionnaire asked respondents to rate those
factors which determine whether inmates become involved in
the education program. Each factor was rated on a four
point scale ranging from "Very Important Factor" to "Not
Important''. Table 18 illustrates the percentage of insti-
tutions citing these factors as influencing inmate involve-
ment in education programs. '




TABLE 18

Factors Influencing Inmate Inwoivement in Education

[___Percent of Respondents

Factor FEa;rately Impor-
Very Importrant tant to Not
to Important Important

!

Inmate Interest 94% 6%
Recammendations of
Counselor 72% 30%
Parole Board
Recomnendations 59% 41%
Test Results _ 62% : 38%
Court Recamendations 35% 65% -
Years in School Prior
to Incarceration ' 33% 67%

The iinstitutions surveyed were asked to specify which
individuals played a part in the placement of inmates in
education programs. The responses identified the follow-
ing persons, listed in the ordér of those most frequently
cited by the 162 respondents: (1) inmates themselves--89%,
(2) education representative--83%, (3) treatment staff--71%,
(4) security staff--31%, and (5) other--25%. The following
combinations of responses occurred most frequently.

(1) Treatment Staff, Inmate, and Education Represent-
'~ ative--cited by 25% of the institutions
(2) Treatment Staff, Inmate, Education Representative,
and security Staff--cited by 22% of the institu-
tions
(3) Trectment Staff and Inmate--cited by 12% of the
institutions

Data were coilected about how many students in edch
institution receive academic and/or vocational counseling
prior to the selection of an educational or vocational
training program. Of the 159 institutions which supplied
such data, 57% reported that 'all of them" received counsel-
ing, 28% answered '"most of them'', 10% answered 'very few of
them'", and 4% answered ''none of them'.




The criteria used for placement of inmates in both the
ABE and SE/GED programs are identified in Table 19.

)

TABLE 19

Criteria Used for Inmate Placement

Placement (riteria FercenfﬁggInstitutions bé Program
(N=153) | (vw155)

Achievement Tests 904 933

Intelligence Tests 28% 20% .

Grade Level 56% 59%

Interviews 68% 56%

The frequencies of responses, in which institutions cited
- one or more criteria as important for placement, appears
below. The top four combinations of responses for place-
ment criteriain ABE programs (N=153) are as follows:

(1). Achievement Tests, Grade Level, and Interviews--
- used by 24% of the Institutions
(2) Achievement Tests and Interviews--used by 16%
. 0of the 1nstitutions
(3) Achievement Tests only--used by 14%. of the insti-
tutions :
(4) Achievement Tests, Intelligence Tests, Grade
Level, and Interviews--used by 12% of the insti-
tutions . :

In SE/GED programs, the top four combinations of placement
criteria (N=155) are as follows: ‘

(1) Achievement Tests, Grade Level, and Interviews- -
used by 223 of the institutions

(2) Achievement Tests only--used by 19% of the insti-
tutions :

(3) Achievement Tests and Grade Level--used by 18%

_ of the 1nstitutions

(4) Achievement Tests and Interviews--used hy 14% of

' the institutions

Analysis of quesfionnaire data shows the percentage of
institutions which provide a formal staffing for each inmate
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to formulate recommendations for further educational or

" alternative placements upon completion of the ABE and SE/
- GED programs. Formal staffings are held in 46% of the 148
responding institutions when an inmate has completed the
ABE program. Upon completion of the SE/GED program, 43%
of the 153 responding institutions hold a formal staffing.

The Need for Aggquate Support Services,
Especially After Release

The number of support staff per institution were iden-
tified by the respondents and the averages of these responses
are reported in the following table:

7
TABLE 20

Average Number of Part-Time and Full-Time
Support Staff Per Institution (N=159)

Support Staff Part-Time Full-Time
Administrative .38 1.60
Educational Counseling .44 : 1.01
Diagnosticians - .16 ' .28
Educational Specialists T .40 1.09
Educational Psychologists A2 .13

Respondents were asked to rank the effects oxr various
problem areas on their attempts to meet inmates' education-
al needs on a five point scale. Many of these problem
areas relate to the need for support services and a unified
system of interaction between departments and inmate serv-
ices in order to provide comprehensive programing. The
responses relating to these areas of the question are
~summarized in Table 21.




TABLE 21

. Percentage of Institutions Rating
Possible Problem Areas (N=157)

~ Problem Area - — Ratl

Not A ' rious

Prbblem Problem -
1 2 3 4 5

Lack of Adequate Liaison
with Treatment Staff 55% |30% | 12% 5% 1%
0 plementary
Staff (Educational . :
Counselors, Psycholo- :
- ___gists, etc.) 308 J22% |19% |13%) 17%
CK o t . '
| Followp with Parole = | . ,

Agencios s oy 258 | 208) 204
encies 21 17% 5 .20
Tltiets W T o a2

“Conflicts with Mainten- '
ance of Institution

se.g., inmates' jobs) 318  33% | 16% | 16% 4%
icts er- . -
Institutional Programs | -
for Inmates (religious,

recreational, etc.) - 48% J25% |13% | 8% 5%
of Administrative |
Support K 53% 7% 11% | 78] 3%

Of 160 respondents, 96% stated that .an inmate's S
educational record goes into a cumuldtive file. Table =~ — T
22 shows the percentages of these institutions which allow '
access to this file by persons outside: the Education Depart-
ment. .




TABLE 22

Percentage of Institutions Allowing Access to Inmate

w  Educational RecoTds~by External Persannel (N=150)

—Available To Percent of Institutions
Parole Board 97%
- Post-Release Employer 52%
Post-Release Vbcatxonal Training
-Program 61%
< Post-Release Education Program 65%

The Quality of Instruction and Teacher

This issue area was explored by the following questions
.n ‘the NCEEP questionnaire:

uf_tralnlng given correctional educators, (2) the number of
teachers per institution, (3) the types of inservice avail-

Training for Correc.ions

able to teachers, (4) the evaluat
the evaluations conducted to measure program quality.

Uespondents were asked to record the number of teach-

ing staff in their institution.
averaged and these averages are reported in Table 23,

TABLE 23

ion

{1) the amount and t

of teachers, and (5)

es

The 159 responses were

Average Number of Teachers Per
Institution by Program (N=159)

Program Part-Time Full-Time
ABE 1.4 2.0
SE/GED 1.4 2.0
PSE 4.3 o7
VoC 1.2 5.3
SOC - .7 .5

. The percentage of 159 respdnding institutions which
reported having from one to five full-time vocational
teachers is 36%.

Those having from six to 15 full-time
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vocational teachers equals 31%. 'An additional 7% of the
institutions reported having 16 to 30 full-time vocational
teachers. Of the responding institutions, 28% did not re-
port any full-time vocational teachers. ‘There were 32%
that reported no full-time ABE staff and 55% with from one
to four full-time ABE teachers. The remaining 13% of the
facilities have in the range of from five to 13 full-time
ABE $taff. The average number of full-time Secondary or
GED teachers is two. Of the 159 responding institutions,
36% have no full-time GED or Secondary teachers. In 61%
of the institutionsthere are from. one to six such teachers.,

When the numbers of part-time staff in each of the
five education programs are considered, the average numbers
are fairly close to the average numbers of full-time staff,
with the exception of the Post Secondary and Vocational
Education programs. In Post Secondary Education, the aver-
age number of part-time staff is 4.3, with 53% of the
institutions reporting no such staff. The range of part-
time Post Secondary Education staff extends from one to 30
persons and 40% of the institutions have from one to 16
part-time Post Secondary teachers. In Vocational Education, .
the average number of part-time staff is 1.2, with 75% of
the institutions reporting no such staff.

The average number of teachers, administrators, and
support staff per institution having the following as their
highest degrees of educational attainment are reported be-
low: ;

TABLE 24

“ Educational Levels of Correctional Education Staff (N=155)

Average Number Per Institution
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Associates Degree . 39
Baccalaureate Degree T S S . 10
Masters Degree L FWK

Doctorate Degree m.27
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-Data gathered from the questionnaire also repcrted the
numbers of teachers holding state certifications in specif--
ic areas. Table 25 identifies the average numbers of teach-
ers with each certification per institution. '

TABLE 25

Average Nunber of State Certified Teachers Per
- Institution by Area of Certification (N=154)

Area of Certification - Average Number of Teachers
' Per Institution
Vocational Education . ' _4.60
- Secondary Education - |
Gerieral ~ _ 1.68
Specific Subject Area 2.91
. ' _Elementary Education 2.00
A _Adult Basic Education .90
V' Guidance | 4 .51
Specialist Certification S
 Reading , : 43 .
~ Special Education .40
Learning Disabilities ' .18
7 ‘ BR ' .05
- Speech Therapy . .08
Social Restoration , - .05

Other .18

- \ Another question in the NCEEP survey instrument in-

- vestigated criteria for the employment of teachers. This
question offered five choices and respondents:were asked
to check those criteria that were used in staff hiring.
Table 26 shows the percentage of institutions using .each
criteria in the hiring of teachers. ' .




TABLE 26

Criteria Used in the Employment of Teachers (N=160)

Criteria for Teachér Employment | Percent of Institutions
' s . Using Criteria

Certification in Appropriate Area - 86%

. Civil Service Status - - 39%
Special Prior Training ‘ 26%

" Experience with Similar Populaticns © 26%

© Other 24%

Since both the academic and vocational programs uti- . .
lize a variety of teachers, a question was asked to deter- ‘
mine the number and types of full- and part-time teachers :
in each iastitution. The following table presents the
average number uf such teachers per institution.

TABLE 27

Me Number of Part- and Full-Time Vocational
and “Academic Teachers Per Institution (N=160)

Part-Time Full-Time
[ .
Vocational Teachers '
Certified Teachers = -1 .56 5.20
Non-Certified Teachers :
(Excluding Tnmate Teachers) .35 .89
Inmate Teachers _ .16 .42
Teachers_from Special
Outside Projects - .28 .13

Academic Teachers (Excludin - '
Qozlege Eevte
ertitied Teachers .87 5.79
Non-Certified Teachers
(Excluding Inmate Teachers) W19 .29
Inmate Teachets - .43 87
‘Teachers from Special a

OQutside Projects .70 .24
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Questions relating ‘to inservice training and teacher
evaluation were asked. Of the 153 responding institutions,
43% conduct mandatory inservice training, 41% provide op--
tional inservice training, and 17% have no inservice train-
Ing .available. In those institutions offering inservice
programs, they are conducted at the following intervals:
(1) week%&--G%, (2) monthly--17%, '(3) annually--33%, and
(4) "other'"--43%. A majority of those answering "other"
reported that inservice courses were offered on an '"as
needed'" basis.

Regular evaluations of education staff are conducted
in the responding institutions on the following basis: .
(1) annually--70%, (2) monthly--8%, (3) not conducted--2%,
and (4) "other'"--20%. These evaluations of educational
staff are done by the personnel identified in Table 28.
As shown in this table, supervisors are ‘reported as being
responsible for an overwhelming majority of all staff
evaluation. \

AN

TABLE "28 f

'Persons,Responsible for Evaluation of
' Bducational Staff (N=156)

~ Person Responsible Percent of Institutions @
External Persomnel : 14.0% "
Supervisors 96.0%
Peers , . ' .6%
Inmates . 4.0%
Other ' ~7.0%

Slightly over one half of the survgyed institutions
use inmaics as staff in their Educati Department. In-
mates are employed as support or teaching staff in the
education programs of 59% of the 160 responding institu-
tions. " Those institutions (94) .which use inmates in their
education programs assign various responsibilities to these
inmates, as shown in the following percentages: (1) teach-
-ing aide--78%, (2) assigned tutoring--59%, (3) monitoring

equipment--33%, (4) classroom teaching--27%, and (5)
"cther'--19%. : .

Table 29 presents the percentages of responding
“institutions which rated three items relevant to
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instructional quality as influenéing their abiiity to meet .
inmates' learning needs. e o

TABLE 29

Percentage of Institutions Rafing Items
Relevant to Quality of Instruction (N=158).

“Ttem InfTuencing Education | Not A : Serious”

Program Quality Problem ' Problem
1 2 3 4 5
Lack of Qualified Teachers | 65% 19% 8% | 4% 5%

Lack of Supplementary Staff
(Educational Counselors, ’ " .
Psychologists, etc.) 30% 22% [ 19% J13% 16%

Lack of Inservice Training o | I .
for Staff 30% 33% 19% 13% 6%
{ ‘'The majority of responding institutions use a combina- -

tion of individualized programed instruction and classroom

ingtruction.in teaching ABE and SE/GED classes. The per-

centage of the respondents which use these teaching methods
~are shown in Table 30. ® ‘

TABLE 30

" Instructional Methocs Used in .
ABE: and SE/GLD Programs

Method of Instrucfion Perceng_gf'Instituti6h§_bx?ﬁfogrém
' / ABE Sk 7ED
. ' (N=152) (N=. 1
" Individualized Programed -

- Instruction. . 38% - 22%
Classroom Instruction 7% 14%
-Both of the Above 60% 60%
Other . , 2% 5%

o

A cémbination of teaching methods was also reported in -
vocational programs. Table 31 shows the percentage of re-
" spondents and the teaching methods used.

A v
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TABLE 31
Instructional Methods Used in Vocational Programs (N=140)

" Method of Instruction Percent of..Institutions
On-the-job training | T3
Classroom Instruction 10%
Both of ‘the above : 81%
Other . ﬁ 6%

Almost one half (47%) of the 126 responding institu-
tions assessed the availability uf Post Secondary Educa-
tion programs as adequaté to meet inmate educational needs.

s

Site Visits

Of tre 28 Superintendents and Deputy Superintendents
interviewed, nine administrators reported that the Director
of Education has the ultimate responsibility for designing
education programs, hiring educational staff, and allocating
funds. Five stated that these areas are the joint respons-
ibility of the Director of Education and the Superintendent,
with the Superintendent having to give final approval for
any chapges made. Six reported that the Superintendent
- makes~the decisions in the areas of designing education

pro%ﬁams,uallocating funds, and hiring educational staff.

+he administrators interviewed, when questioned about
future changes in correctional education programs, stated
~that they would like to see the following: (1) more cor-
‘relation between program offerings and employment possibil-
ities, 2) more social skills courses, (3) more community
interaction, (4) more on-the-job training, and (5) a greater
emphasis on education in correctional institutions. Most
administrators view Adult Basic Education as the most
crucial part of any correctional education program and
believe that the quality and quantity of their educational
offerings are good and that education is an important aspect
of their institution since it involves a great majority
4f their prison population.

In interviews with the administrators of educational
programs, questions about the student selection process
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were asked. Thirteen of the administrators reported that
programs are voluntary and thet inmate requests to attend
,School are the most imgortant aspect of the selection pro-
cess. Eleven stated that recommendations from the classi-
fication unit are rlso considered, and five make use of
recommend:tions from individual staff members.

, Educational goals for individual students are gener-
ally doterwined through testing (10), through staff recom-
mendations (6), or thrcugh inmate interest as determined
by an interview (5). Once a student is enrolled, progress
is most frequently monitored through measures of grade -
level advancement (i.e., CED test) (18). Additionally,
nine of the educational administrators defined inmate suc-
cess by the number of inmates who stay in the rogram.
Five stated that success is not easily measurable because
itbinvolves the development of both self-concept and good
abits. '

-Educational administrators were evenly divided about
whether they felt they have sufficient educational staff.
The most commonly expressed needs for additional staff
were for more support staff, counselors, specialists, and
substitute teachers. Thirteen of the educational adminis-
trators stated that their staff are adequately trained

for their positions, seventhat they are not, and five
expressed a ne~4 for specific training for those working
.in a correctiona. setting. ‘ '

Nine of these administrators rated their inservige
opportunities for staff as good to excellent, while SeVQQ'
stated that inservice opportunities are insufficient and

. not responsive to the staff's needs. The types of inserw-
ice training offered most often, according to 15 of the °
-educational administrators, are a potpourri of workshops,
conferences, staff meetings, and courses. Nine adminis-
trators stated that there is no formal inservice training
offered, while three said that there is a formal and
systematic inservice progranm.

Ten administrators stated .that '"needs assessments' had
been done in their institutions. Most of these, however,
reported that these assessments were of limited scope and
either concentrated on a specific project or were designed
to meet a funding requirement. Eight said that no formal
needs assessment had been done and that the only available
information on inmate needs was from knowledge gained
thro%gh classificationa and/or individual diagnosis.
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The responses of the 37 teachers interviewed corre-
sponded closely with those of the educational administrators
in the areas of student selection, determination of educa-
tional goals, and mnonitoring of student progress.

i

There was a 50-50 split in the teachers' perceptions
of the adequacy of their own preparation for teaching in
a correctinnal institution. Most of those interviewed (16)
indicated there are not enough inservice programs available,
but that those programs which are offered are of good qual-
ity (15). Five teachers stated that most inservice courses
are too generul and seven rated them as '"not good'.

Regarding teacher evaluation, most teachers (21) re-
ported that it is done by the Director of Education and
takes*the form of observation (8) and/or a written report
(16). Five reported that there is no formal evaluation.

Teachers were asked to describe the process used to
select inmates for education programs. Although all those
interviewed listed a variety of methods, the most commonly
cited were (1) Diagnostic Center testing, cited by 11
teachers; (2) individual inmate's choice, cited by 11;
(3) classification team meetings, cited by nine; (4) personal
interviews and grade level, cited by four; and (5) use of .
Stanford Achievement Test scores, cited by four teachers. a
A followup question related to the determination of educa-
tional goals for the individual inmate. -Of the teachers
interviewed, 14 stated that they rely primarily on diagnos-
tic testing; five rely on individual inmat 1interest, and
five use a combination of classification team recommenda-
tions and inmate interest. Twenty-two reported that most
inmate needs assessment is donc either through diagnostic
centers or to meet Title I funding requirements,

Ten teachers reported that inmate progress is most
often monitored by periodic testing. Ten reported that
progress reports from teachers are important. Twenty-five
said that no followup evaluation has been done on imates
who have been involved with the education program.

A great majority of the teachers (26) stated that their
roles and responsibilitics are clearly defined within the
insitution aund within the school.

Of the 39 students interviewed, most (25) described
the teachers as helpful in meeting their educational needs.
An even higher number (31) indicated that they enjoyed
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participating in the education program.

Seventeen of the inmates reported that the educational
selection and placement process involved consultation with
a classification committee, education staff members, and/or
a counselor before program entry. Twelve indicated that no
counseling was provided. Twentv inmates were able to get
into the program of their choice ang 28 knew what other
education programs were available.

Finally, 23 inmates suggested that education should be
changed to offer more courses, programs, materials, and
facilities. Eight inmates cited the need for more diversity
in program and course offerings with an emphasis on career

educatian, vocational programing and community-related
programs. - ' :

E. Access to Resources and Materials

Respondents were asked to indicate how seriously a
list of given items affected their education staff's ability
to meet inmates' learning needs. The relative frequencies
of the responses are reported in Table 32.

TABLE 32

Percentage of Institutions Rating
Possible Problem Areas (N=157)

Problem Area , Rating
Not A | Serious
Problem Problem
<1 2 3 4 5
Lack of Educational
'"Hardware"' 44% 29% 15% 10% 3%
Lack of Educational

"Sof tware'' 51% 25% 13% 8% 3%

Lack of Tnstructional
Material Related to

Inmate Needs ‘ 44% 26% 15% 10% 5%
Lack of Adequate Books, ,

Tools, & Other Educa-

tional Materials 438 29% 15% 8% 4%

Lack of Study Areas
Conducive to Good -
Leamning 27% 20% 20% 21% 12%

~1nadequate Libra
Fagglities v 30% 30% 20% 12% 8%




Information was sought about the following: (1) the
use of volunteer tutors, (2) .he adequacy of library facil-
ities, (3) the availability and quality of study space,

(4) the use of community resources, and (5) the effects of
institutional security regulations on the use of resources
and materials. ' '

Inmates are the primary source of volunteer tutors.
They are used in 55% of the responding institutions and are
considered to be "effective'" in 80% of the institutions
using them.

In response to a question about library facilities, the
average number of volumes in the libraries of the 136 respond-
ing institutions was reportad as 6,869, although the range
varied widely. Of 155 responding institutions, 96% reported
that library resources are available to inmate students.
This availability was viewed as adequate to meet the needs
of education programs by 70% of the respondents. A large
portion of the 156 responding institutions (81%) also
have arrangements for interlibrary loans with community 1i-
braries to supplement their facilities. In summary, 54% of
the 157 respondents rated their library facilities as "ade-
guate". Of the remainder, 24% rated library resources as

poor" and 22% reported that they are "excellent'.

The NCEEP questionnaire addressed the use¢ of external
resources in education programs. In 89% of the 156 respond-
ing institutions, such resources are utilized. In 65% of
the institutions, external resources were reported in use
only on an occasional basis. External resources are used
on a regular basis by 24% of the institutions, while 11%
reported never using outside resources. The majority of
the 158 responding institutions (58%) reported that their
education programs are moderately limited in scope by a
lack of contact with community resources and experiences,
whereas, 28% stated that they are not limited "in this
respect, and 14% indicated tKat they are very limited by
the lack of community contact.

ABE and Secondary/GED Programs

Respondents were asked to assess the '"availability'" and
""quality'" of resources and materials in their ABE and SE/GED.
programs. The following items were rated: (1) Textbooks,
(2) Charts, Graphs, Globes, § Mars; (3) Educational Films §
Filmstrips, (4) Audiovisual Equipment, (5) Classroom Space,
and (6) Desks, Chairs, § Other Classroom Furniture.
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In both program areas, both the overall availability
and quality of these items were assessed by most respond-
ents as sufficient and of high quality, with the exception
of the item '"Charts, Graphs, Globes, § Maps'. Even in
this rating, however, only 18% of the 146 respondents in
ABE and. only 15% of the 152 respondents in SE/GED judged
this item as "definitely insufficient' and of ""poor
quality*.

Post Secondary Education Programs

The NCEEP issues paper reported that the resources of
the outside community are essential for the implementatiou
and maintenance nf a viable Post Secondary Education pregranm,
In questionnaire responses, however, only 14% of thes 120
responding institutions indicated that a "lack of adequate
liaison" with external institutions was a significant puob-
lem in terms of the effectivenss of their PSE programs.

There are no inmates participating in Post Secondary
educational release programs in 58% of the 123 responding
institutions. Of those institutions which do have educa-
tional release arrangements, 67% reported that the nuaber
of inmates participating ranges from one to 10. The average
number of inmates in all the reported educational release
programs is 7.8, and the range extends from one to-120
inmates, : '

AN

Vocational Education Programs

Educational administrators were asked to rate the
following items in terms of the availability and quality
'in Vocational Education programs. In Table 33, the per-
centages listed indicate the proportion of respondents
who assessed each item as being "sufficient to meet the
needs of all clesses'" and "modern and of high quality".




TABLE 33

The Availability and Quality of
Resources and Materials jn Vocational
Education Programs {(N=136)

Item | Percent Assigni ti
Sufficient ﬁiEL

Availability Quality A
Textbooks _ 68% : 64%
Charts, Graphs, Globes, o

& Maps | 38% 34%
Educational Films §

Filmstrips 45% 45%
Audiovisual Equipment . 55% _ 54%
Classroom Space 45% ' 43%
Desks, Chairs, § Other _

Classroom Furniture 56% 52%
Lighting 66% 58%

~ Lab Space § Work

Stations y 46% 46%
Hand Tonls for Occupa-

tional Areas 66% 61%
Machines § Equipment ' 50% 55%
Instructional Supplies 55% 53%

Questionnaire respondents were asked to list any
vocationa! training programs contracted through an external
agency, and to indicate which of these programs have a
post-release job placement component. Out of the 153 insti-
tutions which responded to this question, 59% reported that
there were no such externally contracted programs. In 19%
of the 62 institutions which have an externally contracted
program, there was a post-release job placement component
reported.

Two other factors pertinent to the issue of accessi-
bility of resources and materials are the extent to which
"prior investment of equipment" and 'availability of in-
structors' affect Vocational Education program offerlngs
In 60% of the 116 responding institutions, 'prior invest-
ment of equipment' was rated as an "important'" or an .
"extremely important' factor in the determination of Voca-
tional Education program offerings. In 68% of 117 respond-
ing institutions, the 'availability of instructors" was
rated similarly.

52




Site Visits

Twelve educational administrators reported that the
lack of appropriate space prohibits the implementation and
design of an effective education program. Overall, howeeer, |
the administrators stated that their respective departments N
Possess adequate resources and materials. : N

Educational administrators were almost unanimous in
their conviction that the resources and materials in their ‘
education programs are effectively monitored and cooperative- oy
ly shared. Only one interviewee stated that the monitoring
of materials is an on-going and serious problem,

In 15 cases, these administrators stated that their
Education Departments operate under the same constraints
and restrictions as do other departments in the institution,
with respect to policies or regulations prohibiting the use
of certain space, personnel, or materials. 1In all-male
institutions, three of the educational administrators af-
firmed that the employment of women as support or teaching
personnel is subtly, yet firmly, discouraged.

Twenty-two of the teachers interviewed reported that
there are not enough staff to meet the educational needs
of their respective institutions. In. 19 cases, teachers
stated that they do have adequate space, materials, and
resources and 31 of the teachers reported that they have
adequate access to information regarding the availability

- and proper utilization of educational materials, '

The majority (23) of. the 39 inmates interviewed stated
that they have sufficient materials, supplies, and books
for their educational endeavors. The most frequent com-
plaint among inmates regarding the materials and resources
being used in the education programs dealt wich the quality,
relevance, and "antiquity'" of such materials.

. Inmates were evenly divided in their opinions of the
adequacy of institutional library resources. In several
cases, however, the inmates' judgements of the institutional
library appeared to he based primarily on their perceptions
of the volume, quality, and scope of its legal works.

When questioned about what they would like to see
changed in the institution's Education Department, the most
frequent response by inmates (23) was the desire to see an
overall expansion of the educational facility, program
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offerings, and courses. Mcre specifically, the areas of
career education, vocational programs, and community-related
education programs were cited by eight interviewees as the
rareas of greatest need by the '"consumers'" of correctional
education.

F. Evaluation

A substantial part of the NCEEP questionnaire dealt
specifically with the topic of program evaluation. Recipi-
ents of the questionnaire were asked to provide the following
data regarding evaluations of education programs done since
- January 1, 1973: (1) Title of Evdluation(s), (2) Year of
‘Evaluation(s), (3) Evaluator(s) (4) Internal Evaluation(s),
or (5) External Evaluation(s). Additionally, each recipi-
ent was asked to provide descriptive information about
(1) which elements of the program(s) evaluated were examined
in evaluations and (2) which of these elements were the

rimary aspects examined. The data collected provide a
picture of the quantitative status of evaluation in cor-
rectional education programs and allows a delineation of
the aspects of correctional education programs given greater
or lesser emphasis over the past five years.

The following table uepicts the percentage of institu-
tions reporting program evaluation(s) done since January
1, 1973 in each of the five program areas:

TABLE 34

Percentage of Institutions Reporting Evaluations

“PYOgTan ATea PeéTcent of Institutions
0% aU% 40U% oU% 8U% 100%

SOC W
ABE _ 614
_______B¥
R 5%
R 55




. A question concerning which aspects of programs had
been examined in evaluations was included in each of the
five sections of the questionnaire dealing with specific
program areas. Recipients of the questionnaire were asked
to do the following: (1) check those items listed tnat
best described what program aspects their evaluation(s)
had examined and (2) double check those five items listed
that best described the primarE aspects examined. Table
35 presents the responses to this question, separately for
each program area. Within each program area, two percent-
ages are given in the following order:

(1) The percentage of respondents who indicated
‘that this aspect was examined. It should be
-noted that this percentage includes all re-

spondents who either single or double checked
an aspect. .

(2) The percentage of respondents who indicated
that this aspect was a grimarz one examined

in the evaluation(s). This percentage is a
subset of the first, being only those re-
spondents who double checked an item. ~ /

, There was a total of 916 individual program evaluations -
reported in all of the five program areas. Of these indi-
vidual evaluations, 490 (53%) were described as ""external"
evaluations and 426 (47%) were listed as "internal" evalu-
ations. )
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/ - R TABLE 35

- Aspects Examined in Evaluations of thr Five Program Areas

Program Aspect ' "~ Program
K — SC KBE ® SEEEU — . PGE V(']
: (N=48 (N=95 (N=8S) . (N=60) (N=81)
Ty imary Primary imary Primary
' Aspect | Aspect |Aspect | Aspect |Aspect | Aspect |Aspect Aspect |[Aspect | Aspect
Educational Goals q( |
and Principles 77% | 54% 92% 64% | 89% 67% 65% 40% 93% "62%
Inmate Response I :
t?/ProgTa!n' 77% 52% 708 | 34% 67% 29% 72% 47% 81% | 41%
Job Market .
o Assessment 23% 6% 14% 4% A6% 2% 25% 7% 78% 41%
@ Post-Program - \ )
Followup | 14% _ 6% -18% 2% 21% 4% | 23% 7% 39% 6%
Post-Release ‘
Followup 18% | 8% 12% 0% 11% 0% 27‘__1 8% 40% 12%
Recidivism AL § 8% | 17% | 2% | Z22% ﬂ? ~28¥ | I5% I
Inmate Population \.
Needs Assessmpnt 65% 27% |. 64% | \_36% 70% 37% 55% 33% 69% 37%
, Utilization o ' o
: -munity Resoufres | - 46% 15% 28% 3% 27% | 2% 37% 12% 48% 10%
Teacher/Student .
— Ratio 58% 23% 7% 30% 81% , 28% ‘ 45% 17% 78% 30%
" Eprollment Cra' L T 4 L T 1} 4 S 3+ o 1+ 2 e
¢ h Dropout Rate TS6% [ 238 | oIF | ¥ | s | v T e oy I y
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Program Aspect |

~ Program
N=48) (N=95) (N=85) (N=60 : (N=81)
Primary Primary rimary imary imary
Aspect Aspect -JAspect | Aspect Aspgct Aspect Agpect’ Aspect |Aspect |Aspect
Grade Level : ' . 1 '

Advancement NA NA 8% . 34% 71% 27% NA ‘ NA NA MNA -
Conpletion Rete | 778 | SA% | 7% | 38% | 8% | 45¥ | L) I
Recruitment/Selec- | | 1 ,

. tion Procedures 31% 8% | 548 11% 51% 11% 424 10% 62% 16%
Facilities S8V | 23% | 68Y | 1IBY | G3% | 2I% | 62% | I7% | BBY | 4U%
v Staff : ? '
~ Preparation . 52% 23% 80% 31% 70% 28% 38% 15% 77% 31%
Counseling and : ~

Supportive | | ) | _A

Services ' 52% 21% 46% 11% 52% 7% |/ 58% 20% 58% 16%
Security Pro- | —1

cedures 15¢ | 0% 24% 2% 24% 2% 25% 7% 39% 6%
Teaching Metl.ods 57% 2% | BIY | 45% | 82% | 4I% | A% Z0% 82% 38 S
Pre and Post ‘ ‘

-~ Testing : : '

Procedures 58% 35% 738 344 74% 378 | NA NA 57% | 15%
Tnternal Testing N ) )1 ) W | W& 228 BY M | W
Other A 0% 1% ¥ | IR bt} 1% OF 10% ki)
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In four of the program areas--ABE, SE/GED, PSE, and
VOC--those receiving the questionnaire were asked if the
 funding source(s) for these respective programs required
program -evaluations. The following table depicts the per-
centage.of programs in which the funding source(s) requires
-an evaluation at least once a year:

. TABLE 36

Evaluation as a Funding Requirement

' mrm Area ~ Percent Requiring Evaluation N
At Least Once A Year
[ 0F __70%  40% 6% %oy 100%
ABE | — 2t 148
SE/GED | UMM 41% | 148
PSE - | 3% 118
voc | O 504 137
. | .
“ Site Visit:

Directors of Education and/or their designated repre-
sentatives reported that regularly conducted "external'
program evaluations were most_frequently the responsibility
of a state or federal corrections and/or education depart-
ment. These evaluations are conducted either through a
regional or state auditor, or by the field representative
of an externally funded program.

Ten of the educational administrators interviewed,

" however, stated that the main thrust of their efforts in
evaluation was the day-to-day monitoring of their programs,
staff, and facilities. Often this is done in an informal
manner and on an '"as needed" basis.

when asked if more evaluation of their programs was
neeled, 12 responded affirmatively and six of these empha-
.sized the n-~ed for the '"right kind" of evaluation. This
"right kind' of evaluation was described as one that would
focus on the following: (1) the quality of programs, (2)
the needs these programs addressed, and (3) the develop-
. mental, continuous, and integrated nature of education
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programs,

-When asked .hat they felt should be the main criteria
in evaluating education programs, the educational adminis-
. trators unanimously stressed the need for qualitative and
"process oriented" evaluation models. Such items as teach-
ing techniques, student progress records, inmate response,
course objectives, and course sequence were mentioned as
the main criteria in this type of evaluation.

/

Two of the questions addressed to educational adminis-
trators dealt specifically with post-release evaluation:and
evaluation of the impact of education programs on an inmate's
institutional adjustment. The universal response to both
these questions was that there was no formal process of
evaluation in either of these areas. Ten specific programs

(viz., Post Secondary Education and Vocational Education)

s esd my = -~ ‘-10\' = A -~ - AN A3l A

weie rcpevted to have ka?ld po3t-iclcace stugics, but the

~ results of these evaluations were either incomplete, unknown,
or forgotten. With respect to an inmate's institutional

»adjustment, 13 of the administrators felt that education
has a positive impact. In every such case, however, educa-
tional administrators stated that this perception was the
result of informal feedback from other institutional staff
and was not based upon empirical evidence. Five simply

. stated that there was no evaluation or feecback regarding
the impact of education programs on an inmate's institution-
al adjustment.

Representatives from state or federal agencies, agents
from external funding sources, instituticnal administrators,
Directors of Education, and teachers were cited 25 times as
participants in evaluation. In six of the facilities visited,
an independent, external cvaluator(s) had been irvolved in
some segment of the education program. Usually, external
evaluators were employed either to evaluate college programs
or in an advisory role for self-study evaluations. Inmates
were mentioned as participants in program evaluations in
five cases, but in all of these cases, inmate feedback was
essentially of an "informal" nature.

When questioned regarding whether or inot evaluations
of education programs should consider the impact of the
program on recidivism rates, educational administrators
o were almost evenly divided about this issue. Of the admin-

istrators surveyed, 10 said that recidivism rates should not
be.a factor in evaluation and eight believed that recidivism

\ ~should be included as one factor in assessing the effective-
ness of their programs’
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" When 'the 37 teachers interviewed were asked what as-
pects of their education program needed e¢valuation, there
were a variety of responses. The most frequent responses
were the following: (1) staff training, cited Ly eight
teachers; (2) teaching methods, cited by six; (3) inmate
response, cited by six; (4) relevance to job market, cited
by four teachers; and (5) resource availability, also cited
by four teachers. -

Teachers reported that they usually did not use any
post-program or post-release followup evaluation of their
work with inmates. The nine teachers who did maintain con-
tact with former students usually did so through the inmate's
post-release employer,

Teachers were asked to assess the impact of participa-
tion in education programs on an inmate's institutional
adjustment. The most frequent response was that all feed-
back ON 1nstiiulivial adjustaent sccurs on an informa],
random basis, u3ually either at inter-departmental staff
meetings or through day-to-day conversations with other
staff. The tcachers were evenly split on the issue of
whether recidivism rates should be considered in the evalu-
ation of education programs.

600

~1




CHAPTER III

ASSESSMENT

This chapter of the summary report is an assessment of
correctional education programs for inmates in the state
and federal prison systems of the continental Uuited States
based on the data presented in the previous chapter. The
framework for the examination of these data are the issues
identified in the NCEEP issues paper and summarized in the
Introduction to this report.

A, General Information

A large number of prisons in the United States (75%)
dro lucated 1 sural areas. There are some indications
that such locations may limit the availability, quality,
and retention of staff, as well as limiting the access to
those resources necessary for educational enterprises,

The length of time served in prison is slightly longer
in medium security institutions than in maximum security
facilities (32.45 months versus 31.20 months). A comparison
of these figures is difficult, however, since the inmate
may, after a period of time served in a maximum security
facility, be transferred to a facility with a less secure
- classifization. It is reasonable to conclude that most in-
mates do return to ''the street' in less than three years.
These inmates are generally young adults. The reported
average age of inmates is 26 years.

The NCEEP issues paper reported that the average inmate
re-enters the ''outside'" seeking jobs jin a market which re-
quires basic ascademic and vocational skills. Less than half
the average institutional population, however, is enrolled
in any type of educational program. The average number of
inmates in the education programs sampled was 304, or ap-
proximately three eighths of the total average prison popu-
lation. This enrollment is not very high, considering that
it was reported that 66% of the inmates do not have a high
school diploma or a GED and one half of these 66% have not
completed the eighth grade prior to commitment. While most
institutions report having regular offerings in all major
program areas, the average percentage of students enrolled
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in education programs does not meet the needs of the total
inmate population. Only one third of those in need of
eithes Adult Basic Education or Secondary or GED programs
are enrolled in one of these programs. The same is true
for those who could benefit from a Post Secondary Education
program. The issue of aducational course offerings and
program design is dealt with in more detail in Part D of

this chapter. -

The NCEEP findings present a somewhat more positive
picture than the data presenied by Dell'Apa (1973). A
comparisor of data from the two studies is presented below:

TABLE 37

Percentage of Total Population and Highest
Educational Level Upon Commitment

Educational Level “Dell"Apa (1973) NCEEP (1977)
Not Completed High School 83.13% 66.41%
“Completed High School 13.52% ~22.07%
Some College Education 5.4% 3.32%
Table 38 indicates that little change in the percentage
as oc-

of the total population enrolled in program areas _
‘curred between 1973 and 1977. The one exception is in the

area of Post Secondary Education programs. Comparisons
are presented below:

TABLE 38

Percentage of Total Inmate Populations
Enrolled in Specific Program Areas

Program ATea | Dell Apa (1973) NCEEP (1977)
Adult Basic Education 10.87% 11.0%%
Secondary Education/GED I.77% ~11.56%

“Post Secondary Education 5.87% 10.44%
Vocational Education , 17.38% ~18.87%
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B. Funding and Administration

, This section will assess six issues relating to the
funding and administration of correctional education pro-
grams on the evidence of the data collected from the ques -
tionnaire and from the interviews conducted in site visits.

Issue 1: The relationships among external agencies
responsible for the administration of education
programs for inmates.

. In addition to the institution itself, the State
Department of Education and Corrections and one or more in-
stitutions of higher education usually share administrative
responsibility. Almost half of the Directors of Educa-
tion reported that the multiple administration of education
programs was a cause of problems. 1In addition, in site.
visit interviews with Superintendents and Deputy Superin-
tendents, hair ot these administrators expressed the belief
that their administrative actions were influenced and de-
termined by such conflicts. They were particularly dis-
concerted by their inability to determine policies or set
priorities for education because principle funding decisions
were made at the State Department level in either Correc-
tions or Education.

Similar concerns were expressed by educational adminis-
trators who were of the opinior that program planning was
hindered by conflict and confusion over administrative re-
sponsibility. It was also reported that, in some cases,
educational efforts were impeded by the influence of this
conflict upon staff morale and hiring procedures.

Teachers vciced the most concern over conflicts among
administrative agencies. They viewed the external agencies
as having considerable influence upon the design of programs
and the staffing patterns in the educational program. The
latter influence was a major concern, probably because job
security could be jeopardized by external decisions.

Issue 2: The relationship among administrators
within the prison.

There was some evidence that conflict between adminis-
trators in the »rison may exist. The responses to the
questionnaire and site interviews, however, reveal that such
conflicts are not common and, when existing, are not viewed
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as a major concern. Both Superintendents and educational
administrators commented that the relationship of the
administration to the Education Department is much the same
as it is to any other department and is harmonious in most
instances. R The one area most likely to cause conflict be-
tween the administration and the Education Department is
staff hiring. Conflict sometimes results from the fact
that the final hiring decisions are often made by non-
educational administrators,

Issue 3: The need for comprehensive planning to
provide Tong term funding, development, and

integration of programs.

The data suggest that lack of planning is indeed an
issue in correctional education. Conflict within the
institution, however, does not seem to be the cause of this
problem. Other factors, especially external irfluences,
maore directly regult in a3 lack of educational planning.

In interviews with educational administrators, the most
commonly cited problem in the area of educational planning
was the number of external agencies involved in the funding
of programs and the need to continually reapply for and
justify funds needed to run programs on a regular basis.

It was reported by 86% of the questionnaire resporndents

that state agencies required reapplication for funds on at
least an annual basis. Federal agencies were reported to
require such reapplications 99% of the time. When asked

if the need for frequent funding reapplications interfered
with their ability to plan programs for more than one year
in advance, almost half the the questionnaire respondents
indicated that it does. The responsibility for making
funding requests is solely that of the prison administration
in only 41 of the responding institutions. The remaining
104 facilities must rely on other agencies or administrators
to apply for educational funds.

- It should be noted that the varying number of funding
sources also prohibits the integration of education programs.
In cases where the source of program funding identifies
specific target populations (i.e., Title I), enrollment
may be limited.

Issue 4: The need for adequate funding.

The amount of funds spent on education in prisons
appears to vary greatly from prison to prison, state to

/
"
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state, and system to system. The average amount reporéed
by the sample was $261,201.80 per year, with the average
annual expenditure per student bcing $905.59.

The funding sources for correctional education appear
to have remained stable over the last five years. Dell'Apa

(1973), in his analysis of funding for state institutions,
stated that:

The States carry slightly less than

80 percent of the costs of academic
programs, with the federal government
supplying about 20 percent of the

money. Other sources are negligible,
accounting for only about one percent

of the total costs of the program. (p. 11)

The NCEEP data, with federal institutions excluded, show
that the present <ources of funds for education programs
are as follows:

All State Sources 75%
All Federal Sources 22%
All Other Sources 2%

The adequacy of funds for educatiorn was not questioned
by the Superintendents and Deputy Superintendents duriag
site interviews. Almost half of the respondents to the
questionnaire, however, rated educational funding as "inad-
equate' and considered it a problem. This response was
repeated in interviews with educational administrators.
They reported that if enrollment were to increcse to ac-
commodate all those who could or wanted to benefit from edu-
cation, then present funds would certainly not be adequate.
Until more space and funds are made available, however,
such program expansion is a moot point. Teachers and treat-
ment staff believed there was a general need for more fund-
ing for educational programs.

The éxpressed opinion of prison administrators and
treatment personnel is that education is a vitally important
part of the rehabilitative effort of prisons. The operation
of an educational program to meet the special needs of incar-
cerated adults would require more money than a program for
a normal population. It is therefore difficult to accept
that a commitment of less than 9% of the institutional
budget offers 'adequate'" financial support to educaticn pro-
grams for the inmates of the prisons in the continental
United States.




Issue 5: The diverse sources of '"soft" funding.

The fact that a number of agencies are often involved
in the funding of correctional education programs was identi-
fied as an issue in the NCEEP issues paper. Since many
sources grant funds for relatively short periods and have
guidelines and eligibility requirements which are subject
to change on an annual basis, it is sometimes the case that
the acquisition of such "soft" funds consumes a considerable
amount of the educational administrator's time- and effort. -

‘The findings of this survey confirm that there are
numerous and varied sources of fundiny for correctional
education. It has already been noted that, in state insti-
tutions, 75% of this funding comes from the state in which
the prison is located. This funding, however, is often not
from a single source and is often composed of, but not
limited to, allocations from various devartments within
the Department of Corrections, the Department of Education,
the Department of Welfare, and the State Criminal Justice
Planning Agency. Data indicate that funds from federal
sources provide 22% of the money for education programs
in state correcticnal institutions. As in the case of
state funds, numerous agencies are often involved, including
offices in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the Department of Labor, and the U.S. Justice Department.

Half (11) of the educational administrators interviewed
indicated that such diverse sources of funding cause prob-
lems with staffing and program continuity. They expressed
concern that the uncertainty of funding from yecr to year
forced them to manipulate staff slots, change staff asign-
ments, or even terminate some teachers because of funding
shortages. "Soft'" funding appears to be much less of a
problem in federal institutions and in those states with
a centralized correctional education system.

The amount of time and effort consumed in seeking
and applyiuag for funds is most often considered a problem
by correctional education administrators. It was found
that most funding application and proposal writing is done
at administrative levels above the institutional education
program.

Issue 6: The need for knowiedge about the availability
and requirements of funding.

A large number of institutions do not apply directly’
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for funds, but instead rely upon central state agencies to
initiate funding requests. The knowledge of funding availa-
bility and requirements, therefore, does not seem to be a
significant issue in the institutions sampled.

C. Nature of the Institution

This section assesses the five issues associated with
the nature of the institution on the evidence of the data
collected from the questionnaire and site visits.

Issue 1: The relationship between the philosophies
of custodial and treatment personnel,

The research and literature in the area of corrertional
educaticon indicaled a rift between the treatment and educa-
tion modalities within correctional institutions. It was
suggested that there is a "triangulation" among custody,
treatment, and education which affects communication among
all segments of the institution.

More than half of the questionnaire respondents rated
the treatment staff (54%) and administrative staff (56%)
as ''extremely supportive", while only 21% rated security
staff as '"extremely supportive'. The total percentage of
institutions rating the three staff areas as either "ex-
tremely" or "moderately'" supportive was 99% in the area of
treatment, 97% in the area of administration, and 85% in
the area of security. At the negative end of the spectrum,
11% of the educators indicated that the security staff
were ''not supportive'" and 4% rated them as "hostile". No
respondent felt that treatment and administrative staff
were hostile and few indicated they were not supportive.

There seems to be some evidence to suggest that educa-
tional administrators believe their program or course of-
ferings are somewhat limited by security constraints. This
view was reinforced by responses of teachers during the
site visits.. In response to a question about problems
faced,as correctional educators, security conflicts were
mentioned by eight ot the teachers interviewed. It should
be nnted, however, that most of the educational personnel
interviewed recognize the need for security and view it as
an essenti.’ part of the institution and as not interfering
critically with their efforts.




Of special concern in this issue is the conflict be-
tween educational perscnnel and the inmates' work super-
visors. More than one third of the respondents indicated .
that there is some degree of conflict generated over thé
issue of released time from the inmates' work assignments
to attend classes. This conflict-was usually reported as
existing between the educational administrator or the educa-
tion staff and the security staff together with the work «
supervisor. There were indications that this was seer ‘as
more intrustive by the teachers than by the Directors of
Education. Several teachers cited interruptions of their
class, particularly at the whim of farm or industrial
supervisors in times of high demand.

An area of particular concern to administrators is the
-apparent impact of security constraints upon' the access to
materials and the acquisition of adequate space needed to
complement programs. Several administrators also commented
upon the negative attitudes of the security and administra-
tive staff toward the use of women as professional staff,
particularly in maximum security facilities.

tive staff toward education were collected by the ques:iion-
naire, those interviewed during the site!visits presented
some contradictory positions. Generally, all the prison
administrators interviewed stated that they viewed educa-
tion as an important part of the overall effort of the in-
stitution. A slight majority viewed it as part of the
treatment process, whil€ the other principle view was that
it was only part of a correctional system;in which the main
emphasis is on security. This contradictdry stance was,

to some extent, componded by the fact that almost all ad-
ministrators describe their programs as qualitatively aund
quantitatively good. These opinions seem more contradictory
when one examines the often espoused view that education is
good for security and, to some extent, could be viewed as

a management rather than a rehabilitative necessity.

While no data regarding the attitud§s of the administra-

The relationship between education and treatment in
the correctional system can be only partially determined
through the data collected. Educational administrators, in
their responses tu the questionnaire and in site interviews,
stated that the treatment staff has a strong influence upon
an.inmate's decision to enroll in education| Less than
half of those interviewed, however, stated that educational
efforts and those of treatment were well-integrated. There
was also some indication that communications between the
two staffs are informal and ad hoc at best.; This is

b |
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contradicted somewhat by the fact that a large majority of -
the questionnaire respondents reported that "adequate liai-

' son" exists between the treatment staff and the Education

\ Departmént. ‘

\ The teachers interviewed indicated similar if somewhat
stronger feelings about the relationship between education
- and treatment. Several teachers reported that there seems ,
to be little or no relationship between their efforts and -
the overall treatment plan. In the institutions where
te:chers are involved in the decisions regarding treatment, -
. some indicated that it may be something of a wagte of time ’
. and, that no productive prescriptions were forthcoming as
- a result of such efforts. Few teachers actually %ad any
worﬁ assignments in the treatment area.

\Information from interviews with treatment staff also N
indicates scme contradictions. There was general agreement
that education is an integral part of the total treatment
program. .In a majority of the institutions, however, there
is no formal transfer of information between the two areas
and few treatment personnel had more than a passing orienta-
tion as to what educational offerings are available. Few
counselors work in the educational program directly and
all of those interviewed indicated that they were not aware
of any formal orientation to their program for the educa- .
tion staff. , :

In Qummary, the issue identified here appears to exist
and, given the general nature of corrections, will probably
continue to exist. Most educational staff would appear to
agree tha; there is a need for security. There is, however,
some evidence to indicate that -the contradicting goals
and priorities of security have some negative influence upon
the design, administration, and efficacy of educational
programs in prisons. There are further indications that
the actions of prison administrators are often dictated by the
security and management functions of their institutions,
more so than by the needs of their education progranms.

Issue 2: The priority of education programs within
the correctional institution. ' o

This issue has been indirectly addressed in several of ,
the preceding discussions. Perhaps it is some indication '
of the relative priority of education that less than 9% of
the institutional budget is committed to educational e¢fforts.
Although most institutional administrators stated that o
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education is ar. important part of the institution, several
educational administrators reported that 'the Education De- /
partment lacks sufficient power and influence within the /.
institutior. A number of teachers also indicated that
¢ . education's influence is not strong and its power is limited.
Additionally, half of the teachers indicated that they had
no influence in any decisions or policies made -for the in-
stitution as a whole and sometimes were not consulted about
decisions or policies that related specifically to.education.

Issue 3: The availability of contact with the |,
' d;// "outside" world. ’ ¢

The very definition of incarceration is to limfit con-

. tact with the "outside'" world. The process of edu®etion in
A most formal settings, however, depends to a great extent

) upon the ability to interact both within the educational
. environment and with resources available outside that envi-

ronment. The impact of incarceration and separation from
the community may to some extent limit the efficiency of
the rehabilitation process. -

The findings of the NCEEP study, which indicate that
more than three quarters of responding instjtutions are
located in rural settings) points to a geogiaphic as well
as a physical separation from the general community. This,
it is felt, limits, for correctional insgtitutions, the num-
ber of vocational and academiIC resources which are normally:
available to students in public schools or in institutions
of higher education. -

Issue 4: The incentives for participation in educa-
““tion programs. .

/] :
The NCEEP issu¢s papetr reported that there\;re often

many conflictinihp essures on an inmate, discourdging nis/

her enrollment in eHucational programs. These pressudes

may arise from the financial rewards to be gained from™
participation in institutional work assignments or the
personal rewards to be gained from participation in liesure
time activities. In iaaiﬁion, the literature indicated ' "
that peer pressure tends fto work againstan inmate enrolling
in school. On the other hand, however, there is some pres-
sure for him/her to enxoll. The counselor may recommend
i;;&;he sentencing judgd® may wish it; the parole board may .
be 1mpressed by it; and/the degree ‘of comfort in -custody

may be enhaanj/?yfi%f'in thajj;he inmate may avoid unsavory

work aifignments
/

? .

. / (<‘.‘ \
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The findings of this survey to some extent reinflorce
the existence of these conflicting pressiires. Questjonnaire
respondents indicated that, in terms of the lack of incen-
tives, the inmates were, to some extent, disto ged fro
participating in education by the relative
for working in prison industries in 62% of{the instituti ns.
A quarter of the respondents indicated that this had a
strong negative effect. The desire to have bartering er
and to be able to have purchasing power on commissary days
is difficult for inmates to balance against the less tangible

. goal of "an education".. It is not surprising that educa-
tional administrators and teachers reported that the most
difficult problem they face is low student motivation. This

y View was also held by all treatment personnel interviewed.

Although most inmates$‘interviewed stated that the edu-
Calion programs in which they werdq enrolled were better
than those they -had experienced on “the ""outside', they ex- .
pressed some concern that theil involvement in education ‘
was not ‘highly regarded by théir peers or even by ‘the admin-
~—~—4stration. It is not encouraging that only 13% of ‘the in-
mates stated that other inmates have a favorable opiniocn
towards education. A large number indicated that to be in
education was cansidered ''good" time by those enrolled and
that they were only ih programs to avoid work assignments or - .
to kill time and get out of the cell house. Almost one half ‘
of the inmates agreed with the respondents to the questign-
. naire that the finangial rewards-for enrolling in educatlon
were either nonexistent or less than those for work.assign-
ments, especially assignments in prison industries. O0f‘ .
the few inmates who felt that they were better off because"
of educational participation, most were receiving veteran's
benefits and were enrolled in Post Secondary or Vocational
Education programs., It perhaps ought to be noted ‘here that
many of the inmates‘interviewed considered the Education
Department to be a relaxed, comfortable, or a '"safe' place.

In terms of the pressure to enroll ik education programs,
the data collected indicate that a mag ty of educational
administrators believed that the recommendations of both
counselors and parole boards have an important influence.

A much smaller number of the educational administr#tors re-
" ported that court recommendstions influence the ifimate's
decision to enroll in education.

In site interviews, slightly more than one half of the
educational administrators stated that particijation in the
education program does influence, in a favorable s "se,/the

- | | /
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decisions of the parole board. A substantial minority (40%),
however, questicned the impact of educational participation’
upon the board's decisions and indicated some frustration
about the inconsistencies in applications of standards and
guidelines by the boards. The federal educators expressed
b some concern that parole boards in their systems are no
, longer a551gn1ng parole "points" to the inmate for his/her
attendance in school. The teachers echoed the perceptions
of their administrators, believing somewhat more strongly
in the impact of the educational experience upon the boards'
decisions to parole inmates. Several treatment personnel,
while not directly asked questions iregarding whether inmates
were coerced into entering the education programs, indicated
~that when coerc;on does occur, it dilutes the effectiveness
‘of programs and is at least partly ‘to hlame for the problem
o1 low student motivation.

Inmates, when .iuterviewed, most often indicated that
they did not feel they had been placed under any pressure,
‘ either by institutional person >1 or by anyone at the time -
d .~ . of sentence, to participate in i 1e education program. There
| was strong support for the belief that being in education
programs affects parole status,.since not being enrolled
. sometimes looks badly on one's record. In a sense, one may
: interpret this as a form of coercion.

. " "There seems to be some evidence that tne conflict of
incentives versus coercion does little to help the inmate's
motivation or the educator's task. This conflict appears
to be validsand worthy of- consideration because it reinforces
an inmate's uncertainty and confu51on as to what really

" »counts. .
Issue 5: The attitudes of security staff towards
aducation programs.

1

This area was discussed by severa' writers in correc-
tional education who stated that security staff riay be
resentful of the ''free'" educational opposrtunities made avail-
able tc inmates. They reported that this attitude is often
manifested by security's lack of enthusiasm for the efforts
of the cducational staff and may be the cause of indirect
"sabotage' of some mrograms.

The NCEEP survey made no attempt to assess the atti-
tudes of the security staff directly. Some educational
administrators and teachers, however, reported that there
are conflicts between educators and security staff. These
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conflicts have been explored earlier in this chapter. It
may be worthwhile to note that teachers seemed somewhat
more concerned about this issue and tended to report more

conflicts with, and disruptions by, security staff than
did administrators.

The questionnaire did collect data about the availa-
bility of educational opportunitiss for the staff. Such
opportunities could, some authorities suggest, ameliorate
any hostility which might exist among staff towards the
education program. A large minority (42%) of responding
institutions reported no educational offerings for their
staff, while many (40%) had separate classess offered for
staff. In only 28% of the responding institutions were
Classes available to both staff and inmates together.

'The degree to which the attitudes of the security staff

disrupt the efforts of the staff in education has not yet
been clearly established.

D. Program Design

This section assesses the data collected as it relates
to five issues associated with the area of program design.

Issue 1: The need for courses to be part of an
| integrated program.
7 iid

The data collected support the premise the correct:.- ~al
education courses and programs are often not well-integrated.
It is difficuit to achieve overall program and curriculum
integration without being able to establish any long range
goals or objectives. Yet 68 of the questionnaire respondents
(49%) reported that they were unable to plan programs for
more than one year in ~dvance because of the multiplicity

of funding sources and tle necessity of reapplying for funds
at frequent intervals.

Integration of specific program and course offerings 1is
necessary to allow for inmaty participation in more than one
program area at a time. Institutional Planning, student
counseling, and adequate time/space. allotmnent are all criti-
cal factors in bringing about this integration. Table 9
presents those data reported on opportunities for simulta-
neous cvircllment of inmates, by program. These data do not
sugpest that there are problems in this area. They indicate

73




that a high percentage of institutions allow for simulta-
neous participation in two or more programs, if one of
the programs is Vocational Education. There areconflicting
data, however, when one analyzes responses to a question '
about the opportunities for clustering. Clustering refers
to programs which integrate both academic and vocational
courses pertaining to a given vocational area. Of the 140
respondents to this question, 52" stated that they do not
have a program which involves clustering.

Issue 2: The need for specificity in course design.

Data collected generally indicate that there is a lack
of specificity in the design and revision of courses. As-
pects of this issue include the following: (1) the availa-
bility of course competencies, objectives, and syllabi; and
(2) the relationship of needs assessment to course design.

While most of the institutions survey:l reported having
specific lists of competencies and/or objectives (Table 10),
only 44% of the institutions stated that they have course
syllabi fur Social Education: 51% for ABE; and 60% for SE/
GED. These responses indicate that a substantial portic .
of the institutions in the sample have not Jdeveloped sy.labi
for most courses offered.

There are conflicting data concerning the use of needs
assessment. Most of the assessments reported weré of limited
scope and were conducted either for a specific project or
in respcase .to a funding requirement. Educational adminis-
trators emphasized the importance of needs assessment (both
inmate and ;cb market) in program evaiuation. Teachers re-
ported that needs assessment was usually conducted to meet
a requirement for Title I funding. The data collected in-
dicate an awareness of the relationship of needs assessment
to post-program evaluation, although they do not indicate
that needs assessments are commonly used in such internal
evaluations. Of the responaing institutions, a large major-
ity reported tha: inmate needs were considered in the selec-
/tion of Post Sec. uary course offerings. Only 25%, however,
reported using job market needs assessments in choosing
such courses.

The administration of standardized achievement tests
can provide information valuable in the assessment of inmate
needs and in the design of specific conurses to respond to
these needs. As reported in Chapter II, eight educational
administrators stated that the only needs acsessment done in
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their institutions is through the administration of tests

in the classification unit or through individual teacher
diagnosis. Although a large percentage of the responding
institutions do administer standardized achievement tests

to all inmutes upon entry into the institution, questionnaire
and interview data indicate that ihese tests are used prima-
rily as criteria for student placement in programs ratheﬁ
than for program design. L

Data were analyzed to ascert in the relatidnship of
enrollments, by program, to the v.icational backgrounds of
the inmate population. The percentage of inmates in the
population who had not completed high school prior to incar-
ceration is 66%. Yet the percentage of the population er:-
rolled in either ABE or SE/GED programs is only 23%. The
same situation exists in Post Second.ury Education, where
27% of the average inmate population were reported to have
completed high school, but an average of onlv 10% of the
population is enrolled in the Post Secondar, program.

This clearly demonstrates that the average institution is
only meeting the needs of approximately one third of those
inmates who could potentially benefit from academic program
offerings.

[ssue 3: The\procedures and criteria used for

student placement and selection.

[t is encouraging to find that a combination of selec-
tion methods is used in most institutions. Respondents re-
ported that information is gathered from several areas of
the institution before making placement decisions. More-
over, the responding institutions consider this information
as an important basis for their decisions on student place-
ment. Inmate interest is viewed as '"Important' to "Very
Important” in the placement decision by 94% of the 156 re-
spondents, recommendations of counselors by 72%, and test
results by 62%. One fourth of the institutions reported
that placement decisions are made on the basis of the com-
bined input obtained from treatment staff, an educational
representative, and the potential student.

Information on the availability of counseling services
to inmates also suggests that either rescarch has exayo-
ated the lack in this area or that progress has t. . u1de
in expanding services. Of the questionnaire respondents,
57% stated that academic and/or vocational counseling is
provided for all inmates prior to the selection of an educa-
tional or vocational training nrogram. An additional 289
stated that such counseiing is provided for most inmates.

.-
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Most respondents also reported the frequent use of a
variety of specific placement criteria within their indi-
vidual institutions. Almost all responding institutions use
achievement tests for placement and the most common combi-
nation of criteria employs achievement tests, grade level,
and personal interviews. In the area of Post Secondary
Education, the most important selection criteria reported
include the following. a high school diploma, the availa-
bility of needed courses, and admission to or acceptance

by a post secondary institution. —
Issue 4: The need for adequate support services, ///
especially after release. .

There appears to be some evidence from the question-
naire to support the presumption that the lack of adequate
support services may indeed be a significant issue in cor-
rectional education programs.

| NCEEP data reveal that the ratio of the number of sup-

portive staff to inmates may be too large to be effective.

In the average facility of over 300 inmates, the average

number of educational counselors is two. Diagnosticians

and other available educational specialists each average at

less than 1.5 per institution. The average number of educa-

tional psychologists is even less, averaging one for every

two institutions sampled. Given the specialiZed learning .

needs of an adult population who, by and large, are educa- \\\\
cialized \

tionally disadvantaged, this availatility nf s
support staff is hardly encouraging.

Questionnaire responses also /indicate that problems
resulting from a lack of support staff are 6f greater con-
cern to correctional educators than many other problem
areas. Slightly less than one half of the pondents in-
dicated that the "lack of supplementary staff" presents some
degree of difficulty in the operations of their programs.
Of the seven factors investigated in relationship to educa-
tional, support services and identified in Table 21, this
rroblem was ranked second only to the problems created by
the "lack of educational followup with parole and post-
release agencies'". The Directors of Education in 76 of the
institutions sampled also repezrted that the lack of support
staff interfered in some way Q}si,t eir staff's a'ility
to meet inmates' educational nee

4

During site ‘interviews, prison administrators indicated
an awareness of the need £ r increased effort in the area
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of post-release services. These administrators frequently
cited the desire to establish stronger relationships be-
tween educational offerings and employment need: after re-
lease.

Issue 5: The quality of instruction and teacher

training for corrections.

Specific questions were asked both in the qQuestionnaire
and in site interviews about the training and evaluation of
teachers and the variety of instructional methods used. To
the extant that certification indicates the degree of teacher
training, it is interesting to note that the majority of re-
spondents to the questionnaire reported that most of their
teachers, both academic and vocational, are certified. The
largest number of these hold state certifications in either
Vocational Education (average of five per institution),
Secondary Education (average of five per institution), or
Elementary Education (average of two per institution). Cer-
tification in an appropriate area was identified as & cri-
terion for employment by a large majority of the responding
institutions. Jn site visits with teachers, however,
half 6f the teaYhers questioned the adequacy of their train-
ing for their current jobs. This might indicate that '"tra-
ditional" education certificates alone are not sufficient
in the correctional setting. Five of the educational admin-
istrators interviewed reflected this view by stating that
there is a need for specific teacher training programs which
deal with the unique problems of the correctional institu-
tion.

N .

With regard to updating and earichment of instructional
quality, questionnaire response¢s indicated that inservice
programs for teachers are available in most institutions.
The adequacy of such programs, however, was questioned by
many teachers during site iaterviews. These interviews re-
vealed that often inservice programs are made up of a
potpourri of workrhops, conferences, and staff meetings and
are viewed by most teachers as not sufficient, especiallv
in frequency, to meet their needs.

In summary, although the literature in correc‘ional
education had indicated that there is a lack of certified
and well-trained teachers, data do not confirm that this
is so, at least in terms of teacher credentials (Tables 25 § 27).

Site interviews and questionnaire faeta indirate that
regular staff evaluations are conducted in most responding
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institutions. Such evaluations are generally done by the

r

Director of Education, usually on a yearly basis, and emplcy - -- <

a variety of informal methods. The lack of formal struc-
ture in staff evaluation makes this area a most difficult
one to assess.

The objective measurement of the quality of instruction
is also difficult to achieve through the use of a question-
naire. The data collected about teaching methods, however,
does show that most institutions use a combination of indi-
vidualized and classroom instruction in Adult Basic Educa-
tion and Secondary/GED programs and a combination of class-
room instruction anu on-the-job training in Vocational
courses., Interviews with inmates suggest that the majority
perceive that c.he teachers are helpful in meeting their
educational needs.

E. Access to Resources and Materials

The specific issues relating to access to resources
and materisls, as identified by the NCERP issues paper,
are as follows: . \

Issue 1: The availability and quality of materials
and machinery,

Issue 2: The access to resources as related to
security constraints.

Issue 3: The need for contact with external re-
sources and personnel,

In addition to the review of these specific issues, the

data in this section will also be assessed within the context
of the specific program areas of Adult Basic Edv ation and
Secondary/GED programs, Post Secondary Fducation, and Voca-
tional Education.

Issue 1: The availability an.i quality of materials
and machinery,

Only a relatively smali percentage of the respondents
to both the questinnnaire and the site interviews state.l
that their materiuals and resources were inadequate or ¢anach-
ronistic., Questionnaire respondents were asked to assess
che following items with respect to [ ' ‘hey did, or did
not, impact upon their staff's ability to meet inmates'
learning needs: (1) lacY of educational hardware, (2) lack
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of educational softwrcre, (3) lack of instructional materials
related to inmates' 1 :eds, and (4) lack of adequate books,
tools, and other educational materials. These items were
rated on a five point scale, where a notation of 1 signified
that the item was ''Not a Problem" and a notation 6f 5 sig-
nified that the item was a "Serious Problem'". More than

708 of those who responded rated the above items in the

"1" o "2" range ("Not a Problem"). .

his positive assessment of educational resources and
materials was confirmed in site visit interviews with
educatiofdal administrators. Only four out of 22 educational
adminisfrators indicated that their programs needed more
and/or better resources and materials. Further confirma-
tion was received in iterviews with teachers and inmates,
where 19 of the 37 teachers responding and 22 of the 39
inmates responding stated that they had sufficient materials
for their educational endeavors.

Although inadequate and anachronistic materials snd
machinery was clearly not considered a Problem by those
participating in NCEEP's study, the lack of adequate space
for the operation of educational programs appears to be a
major problem of educational administrators in corrections.
The frequency with which the need for more space was ex-
pressed by educatiocnal administrators, in both the question-
naire responses and the site visit interviews, establishes
this need as a primary issue in the area of access to
resources and materials.

Issue 2: The access to resources as related to
security contraints.

For the most part, the limitation tnat security consid-
erations may place upon the use of materials and resources
is not perceived by educational administrators and teachers
as a pressing problem to be solved, but as a necessary
reality to be tolerated. A majority (59%) or the education-
al administrators responding to the questionnaire reported
that their programs are limited by security constraints,
but site-visit interviews indicate that these constraints
are not considered unique to the Education Department and
are not viewed as being inappropriate in light of the basic
purpose ol correctional institutions.

[ssve 3: The need for contact with external yvesources
and perscnnel.

Research has suggested that the geographical and
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symbolic isolation of most prisons from external communities,; ;
institutions, and agencies prevents the use of resources

and personnel that are often essential to the content, scope,
and purpose of educational projects. A review of the NCEEP
data tends to support the idea that there are definite needs
for further development of the use of external resources in
correctional education.

Questionnaire responses reveial that external resources
are a part of the education program in nine out of 10 insti-
tutions surveyed. The majority of institutions (65%), how-
ever, report that these resources are¢ used on an "occasional"
basis, as opposed to a '"regular'" use. Also, a substantial
number of the educational administrators (72%) noted that
their education programs were, to some extent, limited in
scope by a lack of contact with community resources and
experiences.

v Although a majority (60%) of the educational adminis-
trators interviewed during site visits reported that they
had adequate access to external resources, two thirds of
the teachers interviewed contended that external resources
were not being adequately used in their education programs.
The inmates' perceptions of this issue supported those of
thc teachers. This was especially true for those inmstes
who had been enrolled in Post Secondary and/or Vocational
Education programs. A number of these inmates complained
that participation in PSE or Vocational programs in their
respective institutions was often a frustrating and "token"
exercise. When pressed to explain the cause of this some-
what cynical stance, inmates frequently mentioned the in-
consistent, fragmentary, and isolated nature of PSE and
Vocational programs}within their institutions.

One can reasonably infer from the preceding data that
contact with external resources and personnel is a problem-
atic area in correctional education. Presently, correction:
al e#ducation, especially in PSE and Vocational programs,
does not have sufficient contact with community institutions,
agencies, and programs.

Adult Basic Education and Secondary/GED Programs

The status of resources and materials in- ABE and
secondary/GEL programs is c¢valuated quite positively by a
large majority of those educational administrators who re-
sponded to the questionnaire. The quality and quantity
of educational materials is generdlly rated as adequudte.
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The principle issue in ABE and Secondary/GED programs
appears to be the limited degree to which these programs
address the educational needs of the total inmate popula-
tion. Two reasons for this lack of program scope are the
prevailing limitations in number of support staff and a
lack of adequate space for educational programs. One im-
pression from site visit interviews is that these often
critical limitations in support staff and available space
force educational administrators to concentrate on main-
taining existing programs rather than attempting to expand
their program offerings to reach a greater number of in-
mates. When queried about the future directions of the
education program, most educational administrators seemed
Primarily concerned with the maintenance, survival, and
accountability of the present programs. Paradoxically,
many of these same administrators felt that their primary
accomplishment had been in the expansion and growth of
program offerings.

Post Secondary Education

The data appear to confirm the existence of those
problems identified in the NCEEP issues paper regarding
the access to resources and materials in Post Secondary
Education programs. These problems were outlined in the
issues paper as follows: (1) the lack of research and
resource materials, (2) limitations imposed by security on
the number and kinds of courses, (3) the lack of contact
with "on campus" resources, and (4) the lack of adequate
education and career counseling necessary to complement ¢a
viable college program. Iy

Approximately one third of the respondents to the
questionnaire assessed resource and research. materials in
Post Secondary programs as "definitely insufficient" and
of "poor quality". This statistic contrasts charply with
the more positive assessment given tu all other educational
- resources and materials for PSE programs.

A majority of the educational administrators who re-
sponded to the questionnaire assessed the availability of
their Post Secondary. Education programs with respect to
inmate educational needs as being qualitatively and/or
quantitatively inadequate. The relatively small percentage
of inmates who were reported to be involved in Post Second-
ary Education '"release'" programs supports the above. Of
thos# institutions with Post Secondary Education programs,
5J% reported having no inmates on educational release and
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67% of those which do provide educational release reported
10 or less inmates involved in such release.

VocationalﬁEducation

The data collected confirms that the lack of contact
with vocational programs and resources in the "outside"
community is a real situation in Vocatioral Education
programs and the principle issue.

Of those institutions with Vocational Education pro-

- grams which responded to the questionnaire, 59% reported
no vocational training programs contracted through external
agencies and, in approximately one half of those facilities
which do have such external contracts, there are only
one or two training options made available to inmates.
'Finally, only ‘19% of these institutions indicated that
they had a post-release job placement compcnent coordinated
through an external vocational institute or agency.

The status of the "internal" resources and materials
in Vocational programs does not appear to be & problem.
The only exception to an otherwise positive assessment
of resources and materials is, once again, in the area
of adequate space.

F. Evaluation

» The data collected by the NCEEP indicate that a sub-
stantial number -of program evaluations are reported to have
been done in correctional education since January 1, 1973.
Within the 163 institutions responding to the questionnaire
a total of 916 specific program evaluations are reported
.and slightly more than one hulf of these eva.uations (54%)
‘were described as ''external' evaluations. Questionnaire
responses also show that annual evaluations are required

by the funding sources for ABE and Vocational Education
programs in one half of the responding institutions. o
Forty-ond percent of Secondary/GED programs require such
evaluati¢n. In PSE, however, only one out of three PSE
programs is required to have annual evaluation.




The NCEEP data indicate that the most important
aspects of program evaluation are its content and focus.
The project questionnaire collected data about the
following: (1) those aspects of the program that had

eén examined in evaluations, and (2) those elements
hich were the primary aspects examined. Respondents
- were provided a Iist of 20 possible evaluation criteria.
The rankings and responses to these criterion are
presented in the synthesis of this document (Table 35).
These responses clearly show that the emphasis in program
evaluation has not been in the area of intermediate or
long range ™outcomes™. '"Post Program Followup'", "Post-
Program Release'", and "Recidivism'" were used as criteria
in a small percentagecf the evaluations implemented in
correctional educaticr over the past five years. These
data indicate that the "impact" of educational programs,
especially after release, is given little attention in
the design and implementation of program evaluations.: -

A focus of program evaluations has been on khe in-
ternal aspects and immediate outcomes of education pro-
grams. The internal aspects most frequently reported to
be included in evaluations are the following: (1) enroll-
ments, (2) goals and principles, (3) completion rate,

(4) teaching methods, and (5) inmate response. This
Mmternal, program-specific emphasis in evaluation is,

of course, necessary and justifiable. It appears, how-
ever, that there has been a one-sided emphkasis in the
evaluation of these aspects, perhaps because they are more
- easily measurabie than the less immediate outcomes,

Data from site-visiti interviews further confirm that
there is an imbalance in the focus and content of program
evaluations. During site interviews, both educational
administrators and teachers expressed the need for stress-
ing the qualitative aspects of their programs and for
measuring and assessing the "impact" of their programs
outside the school itself. [

' There is some degree of inconsistency between the
questionnaire and site-visit data in the avea of program
evaluation. In questionnaire responses, ''Inmate Response"
ranks relatively high among the aspects examined in pro-
gram evaluations in only five cases. In all of these
cases, the inmates' feedback was reported to be of an
essentially informal natur2s, In additicn, almost half
(10) of the educational administrators interviewed ‘on
site visits stated that program evaluation is'an "informal"
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activity. It.is possible, therefore, that many of the

evaluations reporte . by questionnaire respondents were
also of an informal nature. :

One final comment rega.ding the topic of program  __ _
evaluation seems in order. An impression that emerges :
from the site wisit interviews is that, those working in \§
‘the field of correctional education approach the subject
of evaluation with a sense frustration and confusion. \
This attitude appeared to b¢ based on past. experience with
- program evaluations. The cbntention of several education-
al administrators was that information gained from past
evaluations had been either superficial in content, or,
in those cases where significant data had been reported
it was not appropriately. epplied to program planning or .
-development. ' When asked if they believed more program
evaluation was needed, those Directors of Education who
replied in the affirmative often qualified .w.eir responses.
It must be the "right kind" of evaluation was a frequent
comment. They described this '"right kind" of evaluation
as the following: (1) emphasizing program quality and
needs assessment, and (2) supplying the necessary feed-
back for the integrated and developmental growth of
their programs. In light of this, a critical igsue in
evaluation appear: to be the need to redefine and clarif
the concept land process of evaluation in correctional
education. ~ -
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/- 1 * CHAPTER IV
/ o CONGLUSIONS AND REGOMMENDAT IONS

On the basis of data collected during this project,
conclusions were drawn regarding the gener... status of

correctio education programs in the stare and federal
« prisons Af the United Statesa?excluding Alaska and Hawaii)
and th¢ specific issue areas in correctional educ tion, ,
These lusions are presented in this c apter. Recommend-
ations ‘régarding educational programs for \nmates are;gTit
suggested, —
oo | -
. ' .
A. General Information t?
- “w ’
Conclusions

b -
¢ v

- 1. The general state of education in correctﬁonal in-\\
stitutions seems to have improved in recent years and
the picture is less pessimistic than that presented in
the litetrature. : ‘

2. The geographic locagion of prisons may.influence
the staffing patterns of'pfggrams and restrict access to
Someé resources normally considered necessary in most tradi-
tional educational enterprises. : N

3. The 1 th of time" served in prisons is approx-.
imately three/ypars. At the end of this time, most in-
mites return "d%he street" and to a job market which"
requires acad ic, vocational, and social skills.

[ ' .
4. Approximately one third of the inmates who could
potentially benc¢fit from academic programs are enrolled
in such programs. The NCEEP staff noted that while actual
numbers enrolied in programs have risen, the percentage :
of the total population enrolled has remained virtually ]
unchanged cver the past five years., The single exc.p- '
tion to this is in Post Secondary' Educdtion progruars,
where the percentage enrolled has almost douéijd.

* e
. \ '_ !
. | )
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Recommendations

l. Prison and correctional education administrators
should consider that the average institutional stay of an
inmate is approximately three years. Programs, therefore,
should be designed with this in mind. Further considera-
tion should be given to the specific literacy, vocational,
and social skills needed to gain employment in a highly
competitive and fluid job market.

2. The number of programs in correctional education
should be increased to meet the needs of the large number
of inmates who are not benefiting from those offerings
presently available. '

B. Funding and Administration

Conclusions

1. The number of external agencies involved in the
administration of educational programs within prisons does
cause some degree of conflict and can detract from the
effectiveness of the program. '

2. While some conflict may exist among adm.nistrators
within the prison, this is not seen either as a common or
serious problem. The NCEEP staff suggests, however, that
the basis for any conflicts which might exist is related
to the uncertain role of education within the prison
setting. '

3. The need for improved educational planning appears
to be real and complex. The causes of this problem appear
to lie as much outside the institution as within it.

4. There is a lack of sufficient funding to provide
adequate space, staff, and programs for all those inmates
who have or appear to have educational needs.

5. The diverse sources of '"soft'" funding is of
concern to correctional educators. The large number of
state and federal agencies involved have varying guide-
lines, eligibility requirements, and funding periods




which appear to cause considerable frustration, parti-
‘cularly in state facilities.

6. The NCEEP findings do not support that there is a

lack of knowledge regarding the availability and require-

ments of funding sources, although this had been an issue
in the literature.

Recommendations

1. State and federal agencies should make some
attempts to consolidate the sources of funds for correc-
tional education programs. The present diversity of
funding, the "soft" nature of many of these funds, and
the need to apply or reapply for funds at frequent
intervals all appear to detract from the efficacy of
prison education programs. Consolidation of funding
could alsc serve to decrease the conflicts apparently
created by the number of external agencies involved
in the administration and funding of programs.

¢. It is suggested that while LEAA's involvement in
research in the area is valid, there is some doubt as to
the validity of their involvement in the funding of educa-
tional programs in cerrectional settingsk

3. There appears to be some meritjin the creation
of a centralized school district which deals with the
specific funding and administrative needs of education
within the prison setting. The Federal Bureau of Prisons
and those states with such centralized school districts
appear to have tewer problems in the specific area of
funding and administration than states without centralized
agencies.

4. In general, fundir: for correctional education
needs to be increased at both state and federal levels.




C. Nature of the Institution

Conclusions

1. While there is an obvious contradiction between
the custodial and treatment functions, there may be less
conflict than the literature suggests. It is bLelieved,
however, *hat, in some institutions, there exists suffi-
cient conflict to have a negative influence upon the
work of th: correctional educator. v

2. Although prison administrators interviewed were
all very supportive of education programs and sctated that
they are of high priority in the institution, the lack of
sufficient space allocated to education, the lick of
teacher involvement in the decision-making process,
and che frequent use of education as a management func-
tion, all suggest that the priority is, in fact, less
than desired or necessary.

3. Educational opportunity may be limited by the
lack of contact with the "outside' world, but this is
not really viewed as an issue of importance by those
involved in correctional education.

4. There is evidence to suggest that there is a
lack of incentives for inmates to enroll in. education
programs in prison, as well as some coercion to enroll.
This apparent anomaly does little either to help inmates’
motivation or to enhance the prestige of education.

S. While there appeared to be some hostility toward
education programs for inmates by the security staff,
the degree to which it seriously limits the efforts of
the educational staff remains in doubt.

Recommendations

1. Administrators, both of prison systems in general
and education in particular, may need to articulate a
clearly understood and acceptable role for education within
the system.




2. Communication among agencies and institutions and
among- departments within the institution needs consider-
able attention. Specific emphasis should be placed on
increasing the communication among diagnostic, treatment,
and education personnel. Such communication should be
formal, yet flexible, with due deference to the specific
professional responsibilities of the individuals involved
and the need for an integrated effort.

3. The relationships between work and educational
assignments should be czlarified to prevent the conflict
which ajpe.rs to exist between education staff and work
supervisors.

4. The problems of student motivation, the lack of
incentives for enrollment, dnd the use of coercion should
. be investigated further. - - - a

D. Program Design
J

Conclusions

1. The multiplicity of funding sources creates
problems in the planning of education programs in correc-
tions, the continuity of these programs, and the staffing
of such programs. -

2. A variety of student selection and placement
criteria are utilized in most responding institutions.
Counseling is viewed as an important aspect of this
selection and placement process.

3. Data and interviews indicate a severe shortage
of supportive personnel, such as diagnosticians and
educational counselors.

4. Most' teachers in correctional institutions are
certified. Many of the teachers interviewed, however,
identified a need for more specialized training to pre-
pare them to work within correctional settings and provide
them with the special skills needed to work with an
adult student population that is, by and large, educa-
tionally disadvantaged. '
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S. A combination of teaching methods is used in e g
most correctional education programs. These include K
individualized instruction, classroom instruction, and ' ~
on-the-job training.' o

6. The percentage of responding institutions which
have lists of specific competencies and/or objectives
for educational programs is encouragingly high.

!

" Recommendations

1. There is a need for bétter coordination of
funding to allow for long-range programing and in-
creased amount of job security for educational staff.

2. More comprehensive needs assessment, both
inmate and job market should be undertaken. The re-
sults of such assessments are needed in the planning,
designing, implementing, and evaluating of education
programs in correctional institutions.

3. Further research is necessary to assess the
quality of tests and other criteria used for student
selection for and placement in. appropriate educational
programs. Such research could help to reduce the
possibility of subjective and arbitrary placement of
students. This research would examine the validity of
test information, the psychological implications of the
time at which tests are administered, and the adequacy
of inmate orientation to existing education programs
through handbooks, counseling, etc.

4. The number of supportive staff in educational
areas should be increased to establish a system of support,
followup, and follow through for inmates, especially
after release.

5. A more comprehensive liaison is needed between
the Education Department and external support services,
after release. Such liaisons would provide communica-
tions about the effectiveness of educational and voca-
tional training, establish community interest in and
support of institutional programs, utilize community
resources, and provide follow through in terms of support
and direction for the released inmate.




6. There should be an on-going, cvordinated system
of interaction among the institutionczl departments- which
Provide inmate services in order to rcre 2ffectively
recommend, monitor, and assess student movement through
educational programs. : -

7. More correctional teacher trairing programs
which address the specific needs of the educator in the
correctional setting should be estatlished. Such pro-
grams could provide diagnostic and ski'l training for
this educational area. o

8. Further research is needed to assess the quality
of instruction in corrections and the appropriateness of
the classroom methods used. ‘

9. There is a need for continuous re-e¢valuation of
the number, scope, and balance of course offerings within
each of the five program areas in order to assure that
the specific characteristics of each area ar: well-defined
and are given appropriate consideration in the design of
courses. For example, attention might be given to the
following:

In ABE, the average enrollment par
institution is only one third of
the recorded potential need.

In SE/GED, preparation for -the ‘GED
test 1s, too often, the main con-
concern of secondary programs.

In Social Education, programs lack

specificity of design and objectives
and are only vaguely defined within
the institution. '

In PSE, the availability of courses

is often disproportionate, with either
too many or too few courses to

meet the inmate population needs.

In Vocational Training courses,

there 1s a need for additional
contacts with the outside commun-

ity and a greater variety of skills
training related to job-market needs.
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E. Access to Resources and Materials

’ L Conclusions .

1. The consensus of educators working in correctional
institutions is that existent resources and materials are
idequate to meet the needs of their current program offer-

ngs.

2. The main problem identified in the area of re-

~ sources and materials is the lack of adequate space¢ necess-
ary to maintain present programs and/or to implement new

programs. ' : ' - .

3. Institutional security restrictions and regula-
tions are not perceived as a problem affecting access to
resources and materials.

4. In the specific program areas of Adult Basic
Education, Secondary/GED programs, and Vocational
Education the availability and quality of the educational
materials are assessed positively by correctional educators.

5. A singular exception to this otherwise favorable
assessment is in the area of Post Secondary Education.
Resource and research materials necessary for college
level work were reported to be less than adequate by a
relatively large proportion of those who responded to
the NCEEP questionnaire.

6. The limited access to external resources and
materials is a problem generic to correctional education
programs, but the effects of this limitation are especially
debilitating to Post Secondary and Vocational Education
programs. . - :

7. In the area of Vocational Education, there is a
need for more pre-and post-release contacts and working
agreements with vocational institutes and job placement
agencies in the outside community.




Recommendations

1. .Given the severe limitations of space available
for education programs, it is recommended that further
study -and research be done in this area. Such research
should investigate the development of educational delivery
systems that take into account the limits of "inner" Space
available for correctional education,

‘ 2. Further research and analysis of the use of
community resources in correctional education programs
is recommended. Given the inherent limitations of the
- correctional setting, procedures must be established to
identify the most effective means of utilizing external
resources, especially in the areas of Post Secondary
and Vocational Education. : '

.F. Evaluation

t

Conclusions

l. In each of the five program areas of correction-
al education, a substantial percentage of the institutions,
contacted by the NCEEP, report that some form of program -
evaluation has taken place since January 1, 1973.

2. The primary focus of program evaluations in
correctional education over the past five years has been
on the internal processes and immediate outcomes of the
education programs.. -

3. Little, if any, attention has been given to the
measurement and/or assessment of post-program followup,
post-release followup, or recidivism rates in the evalua-
tions of correctional education programs over the past
five years.

4. Data collected concerning program evaluation
indicate that there is a sizable degree of confusion
and ambiguity about themeaning, content, and purpose
of program evaluation. ,

5. The majority of correctional educators recognize

1
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the need for program evaluation, but also urged that the
responsibility for conducting such studies, their coantent,
and their purpose be more clearly defined.

6. The NCEEP data suggest that there are a sub-
stantial number of correctional education program evalua-
tions reported, but that the quility, effectiveness, and
purpose of these evaluations may be, at best, questionable
and, at worst, meaningless.

. o Recomméndations ~

l. The overriding need in the area of program evalua-
tion for correctional education is for the further refine-
ment and development of the scope, form, and purpose of
such evaluations. It is therefore recommended that program
evaluation in correctional education: (a) enlarge its
scope to include the systematic measurement of both
immediate and long-range program outcomes, (b) develop
a form that is adaptable to a diverse range of programs
and institutions, and (c) establish as its central purpose
the facilitation of program integratioa, development, and

. effectiveness. .

2. It is recommended that the desiga of program
evaluations include procedures for measuring the impact
of education programs on inmates after program completion,
and after release. In this context, criteria such as
inmate needs assessment, inmate response to the program,
post-program followup, -and recidivism should be given
priority in evaluation. This would achieve a greater
balance in the scope of correctional education evaluations
and increase the .meaning and purpose of such evaluations.
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APPENDIX A
INMATE FLOW THROUGH A GENERALIZED EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

At the time of incarceration in a state or federal
correctional facility the inmate, after intake and class-
ification, is given or has the chcice of an educational
placement. The type and number of educational programs
available to the inmate may vary, based upon the size and
type of facility. However, in general there are four
categories of educational programs which are common to
correctional institutions and social education, a recent
and as yet vaguely defined category, which is depicted
as an integral part of all the four program types in the
pictorial portrayal of the programmatic relationships
in Figure 1. - L

p

It will be noted in Figure 1 that the inmate may
enter the program which is most appropriate for his needs
and proceed hierarchically from ABE instruction through
a post-secondary program which could lead to a college
degree. He may also opt to enroll in a vocational
program at the same time as, or upon completion of the
other three choices. : -

The integrated flow chart-depicted in Figure 2 1is
predicated on the assumptions that all the major program
offerings are available and that, as shown in Figure 1,
the programs are open to entry at muitiple points and
can be pursued by the inmate, over time, from the initial
elementary Adult Basic Education stage to the terminal
degree offering in a Post-Seco: ‘ary Education program.

It is also assumed that Social Education, while s:ill
ill-defined, is an cn-going and common aspect of all
education programs.

The anlysis of any inmate flow is based on the crit-
ical decisions made by and for the inmate as he or she”
proceeds through the education programs available in vhe
institution in which he or she is incarcerated. These
critical decisions are based upon information received
from various external and internal sources and result
.n process outcomes which may involse appropriate prep-
aratory stages prior tr their initiation. At certain
times in the flow, the outcome of a process or decision
may be the actual exit from the flow or the re-entry at
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another point, should the decision made warrant it. These
actions are portrayed in Figure 2 by geometric shapes

. ’
viz,:

Decision to make
= regarding the inmate

Implementation of a
s  process involving the
inmate S

‘Preparation for a process
= Or decision involving the
~inmate

Exit of the inmate from
= the client flow

On-page connector with
= corresponding part of
the flow chart

Off-page conne:tor with
- corresponding part of
the flow chart

Information received or
® transmitted, usually in
_ document form




The institutional education program is available to
the inmate upon entry to the Federal or State prison
facility (1). Upon incarceration and during the intake
process, information is gathered regarding the inmate,’
including his present academic dchievement level (2).
Further assessment then takes place relating to’'the in-
mate's immediate and long term needs (3), upon which a
diagnosis is made, including his-security status (4),
regazding his classification and the development of an
appropriate treatment plan (5). This plan is discussed
with the inmate and a decision is made about its accept-
ability (6). Should the plan not be acceptable, the
inmate is reassessed (7) and possibly placed in another
facility or referred for particular treatment (8). How-
ever, should the .plan be deemed appropriate and accept-
able to the inmate, he embarks upon the plan which
includes an educational placement (9). I€f no educational
placement is desired, warranted, or available, and if
security conditions are acceptable, the inmate may embark
upon his institutional job assignment (10). :

Upon educational placement, all available inform-
ation pertinent to such placement is forwgrded to the
education department (11). It is upon this initial
.information that the inmate is offered the option of one
or more of four types of program: Vocational Education
(including a Social Education component) (12), which is
entered at point A in the flow; Post-Secondary
 Education (including a Social Education component) (13),
which is entered at point B in the flow; Secondary
Education or General Education'Development Test prep-
aration (including a Social Education component) (14),
which is entered at point C in the flow; or Aduit
Basic Education (including a Sociil Education component)
(15). -Should the final alternative offering be unaccept-
able to the inmate, then he can seek alternative place-
ment or, if his needs be exttaordinary, he can be referred
for particular help (19). If he does indeed wish to
enter the ABE program, his special needs are diagnosed
(16), based partially on information from multiple sources,
including the Educational Counselor, treatment staff,
security, and records collected at the time of intake (17).
A determination is then made if a. placement appropriate to
the inmate's needs is availablewithin the context of the
ABE program (18). If not, the client may be referred
out of the program or for special, extraordinary help
(19),  The selectior deemed appropriate is made (20) and
offered to the inmate (21) who may not accept it as




appropriate, in which case the question regarding the
necessity of exploring an alternative placement is raised
(22). If alternative placement with.n the ABE program is
pnssible, a further selection is made, but if no accept-
able placement is available, the inmate exits from the
educational program for an institutional job placement or
referral (23). If the ABE placement is acceptable to

the inmate, the teacher and inmate begin to design a .
program to meet the needs of the inmate, paying partic-
ular attention to writing a prescription for the remedi-
ation of his basic academic deficiencies and to estab-
lishing reasonable goals for the inmate (24). It may
also be determined during this process that the inmate
may benefit from enrolling at the same time in a Vocation-
al Education program, thus deve oping baslcC academic
skills together with practical, job-related skills (25).
If he chooses this option A » he can continue on

. the flow in parallel with that of his ABE program, ]
Regardless of this decision, however, he continues on to
entry into the appropriate part of his ABE program (26),
beginning his first unit of work (27), taking the pre-
test for this unit (28). Should ‘he pass the unit pre-
test (29), he could continue on to the next unit, taking
respective pre-tests until he fails a pre-test and
establishes a beginning level in the. program which is
most suitable to his needs (30). .

The type of instruction in this ABE unit is depend-
ent upon the needs of the individual; the resources and
material available, the expertise and training of the
teacher, and the facilities of the institution, Instruct-
ion may include tutoring, computer-assisted instruction
(CAI), Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI), small
group work, or traditional class work. All work is
~supplemented by work in Social Education. The student's
progress is constantly. monitored and he is counselled
when necessary. Upon the completion of a program unit,
the inmate takes the unit post-test (31). Should he
pass the test (32), he continues in the program. If he
fails, it must be decided if he should continue in the
program (33), re-entering at the beginning of the unit
previously taken, or if he should exit from the education
program (34), If the inmate has not completed all units
in the program (35), he continues with the next unit (36),
but if he has taken all available units, a determination
is made as to whether he has successfully completed his
ABE program (37). All information about the educational
progress of the inmate is passed on to the treatment
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staff for use in the overall treatment plan (38). If the
inmate has yet to complete the ABE program, a determin-
ation must be made if anything can be gained for the
inmate by recycling him back into the flow (39). If this
can be done, then another program must be designed and

. the inmate rejoins the flow at this point (24). Should

. nothing be gained, then he may exit from the education
program for some alternative placement (40). It is
possible, as in other places of the flow, that the inmate
may be released upon completion of his sentence.

Upon successful completion of the ABE program, both
the education personnel and the inmate must decide if he
should continue further in:his educational program (41).
This decision, based upon internal, as well as external,
information received from the treatment and security
staff (42), if negative, will result in the exit of the
inmate from the education program (43). However, if
positive, the decision is made for the inmate to have the
opportunity to begin or continue the Vocational Education
option (44), which, if necessary, he can join on the flow
at A . Regardless of whether he chooses the Voc-
ational Education option, he can choose to enter the
Secondary Education'program (45).

When the inmate enters the Secondary Education/GED
program, which incorporates a Social Education component
(46), a diagnosis of his specific needs is made (47),
based in part upon information from the educational
reports of the Educational Counselor, treatment and
security staff (48), and the ABE staff (48). After the
diagnosis, the availability of appropriate placement is
determined (49). If programs are not available to meet
the identified needs of the inmate, then he may leave
the flow for an alternative placement (50). Upon select-
.ion of an appropriate placement (51), the inmate decides
upon its acceptability (52). When it is not acceptable,
the possibility of an alternative GED placement is .
explored (53). If one is available, the inmate can return
for a more appropriate selection (51).' If no alternative
GED placement is available, he may be referred for a job
placement or other institutional or community program. -

At entry, the inmate and the Secondary/GED instructor
to whom he is assigned begin to design an individually
prescribed program (54) after which the inmate embarks
upon his program (55) and begins his first unit (56),
taking the appropriate pre-test.(57). If he passes this
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;test (58), he can then proceed to a more appropriate entry
point, but should he fail, he then begins the assigned
unit work (59). Upon completing this unit, he takes

the appropriate post-test :(60). Failure on this post-
test (61) raises the question of the inmate's continuation
in the program (62). If continuation is desirable, he

may recycle and retake the unit and repeat the tasks or,

- if this is deemed inappropriate, he may exit from the
program (63). If the inmate passes the post-test on a
given unit, the question of the. completion of all assigned
units is raised (64). If all work has been completed and
the program successfully finished (66), the inmate may,
if in a diploma granting Secondary Education program,
graduate (67), or, if enrolled in a GED program, take the
GED test (68). if the inmate passes the GED test (69),
he can choose to explore the possibilities for continu-
ation of his educational program. If he fails the GED
test, he may retake it at a later date or it may be
necessary to decide if recycling is appropriate (70). If
he can'and wishes to recycle, he can return to the flow
and redesign a suitable program (54). If this is not
possible or is inappropriate, he may leave the flow (71).
Whatever this decision is, all relevant information is
forwarded to tte treatment and sécurity staff (72).

Once more the question regarding the advisability of-
the inmate's continuation in the education program is
raised (73). After consultation with the inmate and using
information on his status from ‘the treatment and security
staffs (74), he can be counselled to leave the program
(71) or to continue. 1If the decision is made to continue
in the educational program, the inmate then faces a
decision regarding which educational option he wishes to
take. He may either begin or continue in the Vocational
Education branch (75), in which case he can re-enter the
flow at D . What ever his decision regarding
Vocational Education, he may choose to enter the Post-
Secondary program, including the Social Education com-
ponent (76). If he decides to do this, he then formally
embarks on this course (78). In preparation for the
. Post-Secondary program, an assessment of the inmate's
interests, abilities, and goals is made (79), using,
in part, the information from the Educational Counselor
and the teaching staft “hout previous programs he has
participated in during . s incarceration. C _e this
assessment is completed, the availability of an appro-
priate program must be determined (83) and information
from the State Department of Education and a local
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Institution of Higher Education (IHE) is collected (84) to
decide if such a course or program can be offered to the
inmate., If appropriate courses are not available, the
feasibility of the inmate's continuation in the program is
explored (81). If there is no justification for continu-
.ing, the inmate may be counselled to accept alternative
placement (82) or return for reassessment of goals and
interests {79). When an appropriate educational program
can be made available, the student can then make a select-
ion of course of study (85), using materials and inform-
ation provided bg the IHE (86). The next decision con--
cerns the availability of funds to pay the cost of tuition
(87). Such funding is usually available from sources
within the State Department of Education. If, however,
funds are not available, the question of continuation is
once more raised (81) with the option of reassessing
one's goals or leaving the Post-Secondary program for
alternative Placement (82). With the availability of
- funds to pay'for tuition, a program is prepared, -goals
are set, and an educational prescription is written (88).
It is conceivable that the inmate may be eligible to
pursue his studies outside the institution under an agree-
. ment for educational release (89). If this is the case,
he will leave the institutional education flow (90).
Should arrangements for educational release not be poss-
ible, the inmate must begin his course work (92) and
start the current course (93). Course requirements are
established, texts and/or equipment obtained, and the
assignments/tasks are undertaken (95). Upon completion
of this work, an assessment is made to datermine whether
or not the inmate should be allowed to repeat the course
(97), or if he should recycle or exit from the program
for alternative placement (98). This process is repeated
until all available courses in the program have been
completed (99). The determination is then made as to
whether the inmate has satisfactorily completed the
program (101). If he has not, he may regycle back to

'F to be reassessed and to adjust his goals and
prescription (88) or he may decide to exit from the
program (103). At this time, the question of educational
release may be raised again (104), with -the arrangement
of such release (105) or another type of placement (106).
The inmate may also have completed all requirements for
the associate or baccelaureate degree (107) or the
technical certificate (108). . If this is the case, the
degree or .certificate is awarded.
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The inmate has the final option of either beginning
or continuing in the Vocational Education program (109).
If, based on the continued support of the treatment and
security staff (110), he wishes, he can continue. If he
chooses not to continue or if he is not ~llowed to con-
tinue for security reasons, he exits from the flow (111).
Treatment staff is notified of any decisions made at this
point (112), Should he choose his remaining option of
Vocational Education (113), he then enters this program
(114). In preparation for course selection, his interests,
aptitudes, and goals are assessed (1l15), utilizing, in
part, reports from the Education Counselor and the treat-
ment and security staff (116). Such assessment may use
various vocational aptitude batteries, including, but not
limited to, the Singer-Graflex Vocational Evaluation
General Aptitude Test Battery and the Differential Apti-
tude Test., A determination can then be made as to the
availability of appropriate courses (117).  When no
courses are available, .the inmate may exit from the
program (118), but when "appropriate Vocational Education
courses are offered, a selection is made (119) and the
inmate can choose to enter the program (120). If these
courses are not acceptable to the inmate, the decision
is made whether an alternative Vocational Education and
Social Education course selection will meet the inmate's
needs (121). If an alternative is available, the inmate"
then can be recycled for a further selection within the
Vocational Edwcation program, but when this cannot be
done, he may leave the program (122).

The inmate, having accepted his placement, then
designs a program to meet his goals in conjunction with
his Vocational Education instructor (123) and begins his
work (124). It is possible, depending upon the nature
of the inmate's choice of program, that the instruction
consist of course work (125), on-the-job training (126),
or a combination of both. Course requirements are estab-
lished (127) and job competencies set (128), and the
first.unit of work is begun (129) with the tasks of this
first unit (130). Skills are assessed and knowledge is
tested upon completion of the unit (131), Should the
inmate not successfully complete this assessment (132),

a decision about recycling is made (133), -allowing the
inmate to begin the unit again (130) or exit from the
Vocational Education program (134), If all tasks or

unitc have not been completed, che next appropriate course
is ta.en (135) or job assignment is begun (136), until

all parts of the program have been satisfactorily
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terminated (137). The decision can then be made as to the
inmate's completion of the whole program (138). If the
inmate has not reached a satisfactory level of competence
(139), he can be recycled back to redesign a more appro-
priate Vocational Education program (123§ or to exit from
the program (141). All information on the inmate's
program status is then forwarded to treatment (140).

At this point, it is clear that the inmate can con-
tinue in further educational alternatives. A decision
can be made regarding his status (142) and he can either
exit the educational program completely (141) or seek to
pursue his opportunities in any of the other program types.




L0

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

h.u
tere Ztate
or Pedersl
Pflooo

uun fafo.,
Including
Acadamie
Ashisvement

5

Report from
Security

Diagnosie
Claasifice-
tioa Treat.

wment Plan

Yeo

(6)

Selectios of
Appropriate

Placement-

Yes Or Wo




S——t—

m. M. Classes,
Cousseliang, Moaitoriag,
Trioriag, CAl, 1F1, Smal)
Oroups, Treditional Class’
vorh

Do Unit
Worh/Tesks

Go to ‘Next

Unit of worh

ERI

PAruntext provided by eric

lection of
pprojriste
Placement

Alteinativ
lacement
ur heter-
rel




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

<

e e—
Includes: BSoc. M. Clasaes,
Counseling, Moaitoring,

o «=dfutoriag, CAl, 1P1, Bmall
! Joroup, Traditiossl Class
¢ Jvors
' Tee
'
'
.. )
. '
(56} (31} (38) (%9) (60)
Start Wit We Pro-Teet it Take Unit
rreat Pre-Test
n 1t of Work /Tesks Post Test
y
(1]
(63) '
Go to Best X
—{Unit of Vork -4
()

Inmsts_ Tahse
GED Test

dins Pust-

flec. & Boc.




(92)
Start Couu:l

York

1
[
Includes: 3oclel W.,
ro lactures, IPI, CAI,
. ‘ . “Tutoring, Seainare
L]
(91} — (94 (95
Begin Ests.. Cuured 0o Courss (107
Current Kequirements 4 Assignments/ Inmate
Course e Jubtain Teats Tesks | Averded
& Eyuipment Acadenmic
Degree
L , (108)
g
(o) T-ch.dc-i
Certify
e To Seat rtificete
» " urse
)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




latorastion
%o Treatasst

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Begin Voc. .
£4. & Bo

1. Profreme

(1%%)

(128)
Batablied
Jobd
Campetenciss
®
o~

saiite Ae-
asaesel! v
Kacviedge
Teat




-——
-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX B

BIBLIOGRAPHY

113

o
A S




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adams, S. Higher learning behind bars. Change 1973, 5
(9), 45-50. (a) | ’ $ =

Adams, S. The PICO project. In A, R. Roberts (Ed.), :
Readings in Prison Education. Springfield, Ill.: Charles
C. Thomas, 1973. (b) -

Armore, J. How do we develop cooperative approaches to vo-
cational education in corrections? In F. P. Cronin, C.
M. Whitson, B. A. Reinhart, § L. S, Keith, Improving vo-
cational education in corrections: Proceedings of 1he
Workshop for Improving Vocational Education in Correc-
tional Institutions (Leadership and Training Series No.
47). Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocational Educa-
tion, January 1976. '

- -Atwood, H.'M. Some other institutions. In R. M. Smith, G.

F. Aker, § J. R. Kidd (Eds.), Handbook of adult educa-
tion. New York: Macmillan, 1970.

Ayers, J. D. Observations on educational programs in penal
institutions In the United States. Unpublished manuscript,
University of Victoria, August 197S.

Baker, J. E. Social education in a penitentiary., In A. R.
Roberts (Ed.), Readings in Prison Education. Springfield,

I11.: <Charles C. Thomas,

-

- Baker, K., Irwin, J., Leonard, D., Haberfeld, S., § Seashore,

M. Summary report: Project NewGate and other prison
college education programs. San Francisco: Marshall
~ Kaplan, Gans, and Kahn, 1973. '

Beran, N. J., McGruder, J. L., § Allen, H. E. The community
~reintegration centers of Ohio: A first year evaluacion.
Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University,' Program for
the Study of Crime and Delinquency, September 1973,
N . e

Beran, N. J., McGruder, J. L., § Allen, H.'E. The community
reintegration centers of Ohio: A second year evaluation
(Criminal Justice System Series Monograph No. 21).
Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University, Program for
the Study of Crime and Delinquency, June 1974.

Black, L. R. Alternative education and corrections: Some’
new dimensions. Yellow springs, Ohio: Union for Exper-
imenting Colleges and Universities, April 1975. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 107 603)

114
!

e o,




Black, L. R. Personal communication, December 1, 1976.

Braithwaite, J. W. Greetings from Canada. In F. P. Cronin,
C. M. Whitson, B. A. Reinhart, § L. S. Keith, Improvin
vocational education in corrections: Proceedings of Tge
Workshop for Improving Vocational Education in Correc-
tional Institutions (Leadership and Training Series No.
7). Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocational Educa-
tion, January 1976. :

Britton, G. M., § Glass, J. C., Jr. Adult education behind
bars: A new perspective. Journal of Correctional Educa-
tion, 1974, 26 (2), 6-7.

Cempbell, J., Jr. An experience in group counseling. In
A. R. Roberts (Ed.), Readings in Prison Education.
Springfield, I11.: Charles C. Thomas, 1373.

Carpenter, K. 1Is there a future for vocational education
in correctional institutions today? 1In F. P. Cronin, C.
M. Whitson, B. A, Reinhart, § L. S. Keith, Improving vo-
cational education in corrections: Pruceedings of Uhe
Workshop for Improving Vocational Education in Correc-
tional Institutions (Leadership and Iraining Series No.
§7y. Columbus, Ohio: The Center.for Vocational Educa-
tion, January 1976. :

Clark, D. Personal communication, January 17, 1977.

Corne%son, L. A. The conversion process--From tax burden
to|tax payer. In F, P. Cronin, C. M. Whitson, B. A.
Reﬂnhart, & L. S. Keith, Improving vocational education
in
Vocational Education in Correctional Institutions (Leader-
ship and Training Seriles No. 47). Columbus, Ohio: The
Center for Vocational Education, January 1976, :

Cronin} F. P., Whitson, C. M., Reinhart, B. A., § Keith, L,
S. |Improving vocational education in corrections: Pro-
credings ~f The Workshop for Improving Vocational Educa-
tion in Correctional Institutions (Leadership and Train-
ing [Series No. 47). Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vo-
cat%onal Education, January 1976. :

Davis,\R. A. Editorial. The Prison Journai, 1973, 53 (2),
2-3.0

corrections: Proceedings of The Workshop for Improving




Dell'Apa, F. Educational programs in adult correctional
institutions: A survey, oulder, Col.: Western Inter-
state Commission tor Higher Education, 1973.

DeMuro, P. Persoﬁal communication, December 3, 1976,
Deppe, D. A. Personal communication, December 6, 1976.

Dickover, R. M., Maynard, V. E., § Painter, J. A. A stud
of vocational training in the California Department of
(orrections (Report .No., 40). Sacramento: California
Department of QOrrections, Research Division, 1970,

Education Commission of the States, Correctional Education
Project. The challenﬁe: Education for criminal offend-

2rs. Denver, Col.: -Author, I375. ' -

Education Commission of the States, Correctional Education
Project. Correctional education: A forgotten human
service (Report No. 76). Denver, Col.: Author, 1976.
IOEE 3 . |

/

Education Commission of the States, Correctional Education
Project. An overview of findings and rccommendations of
major research studies and national commisSionsS concern-
ing education of ottenders (Keport No. 81). DUenver,
Col.: Author, 1376. (D) '

Emmert, E. B. Offender assistance programs operated by
post secondary institutions ot education--1975-760,
Washington, D.C.: American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges, 1976.

Feldman, S. D. Trends in offender vocational and education
programs: A literature search. Washington, D.C.,:
American Association of Community and Junior Colleges,
Offender Education in Community Colleges Project, October
1974,

The first national sourcebook: A guide to correctional vo-
catlonal training. Newton, Mass.: New England Resource

Center for Occupational Education § San Francisco: Far
West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development,
July 1973.




- 'Foster, E. How do we meet the needs of students of voca-
tional education in corrections? 1In F. P, Cronin, C. M.
. Whitson, B. A. Reinhart, § L. S. Keith, Improving voca-
tional education in corrections: Proceedings of The
Workshop for Improving Vocational Education in Correc-
tional InstItutEons IEeadership and Training Series No.
7). Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocational Educa-
tion, January 1976. ° .

-

o

- Gastauer, D. L. Personal communication, December 20, 1976.

Glick, R. M. Reactions to presentations by William Monroe

. and Ephesenia Foster, In F. P, Cronin, C. M. Whitson, -
~B. A. Reinhart, § L. S. Keith, Improving vocational edu--

cation in corrections:. Proceedings of The Workshop for

Tmproving Vocational Education in Correctional Institu-
tions eadershlip and Training Series No. . olumbus,

Ohio: The Center for Vocational Education, January 1976.

Glick, R. M., § Neto, V. V. National study of women's cor-
rectional programs. Sacramento: California Youth
- Authority, October 1976. :

Goldfarb, R. L., § Singer, L. R. After conviction. New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1973.

Good, C. V.. (Ed.). Dictionary of education (3rd ed.). New
York: McGraw-HilI, 1373. '

Helfrich, J. E. One effort to upgrade literacy in the cor-
rectional population. The Prison Journal, 1973, 33 (2),
46-54. :

Johnson, D. C., Shearon, R..w., & Britton, G, M. Correc-
tional education and recidivism in a woman's correction-
al center. Adult Education, 1974, 24 (2), 121-129

Johnson, S. E., Jr. Using vocational skill clusters to
teach adult basic education, In A, R, Roberts (Ed,),
Readings in prison education., Springfield, Il1,;
Charles C. Thomas, 1973, ' ~

Kendall, G. M. ‘What makes correctional education correc-
tional? In A. R, Roberts (Ed,), Readings in prison ed-
ucation. Springfield, I1l,: Charles C. Thomas, 1973,

Kerle, K. Penal education: United States and Europe,

The Prison Journal, 1973, 53 (2), 4-25.

117




Kerle, K. Personal communication, Janucry 6,.1977;

‘Lee, A. Evaluation of adult basic education in correction-

al institutions. In A. R. Roberts (Ed.), Readings in °
grlson edpcation. Springfield, Ill,: Charles C. Thomas,

~

- Levy, G.'W.,- Abram, R. A,, § LaDow, D, Vocational prepa-
ration in U.,S. correctional institutions: A 1974 survey

- (Report No, DUMA 89-39-72-0I-1). Columbus, Ohio:
Battelle Columbus Laboratories, December 1975.

Lewis, M. V. The humanities in prison. The Prison Journal,
1973, 53 (2), 26-35.

Marsh, J. J. GED testing in state penal institutions: A
survey of selected practices. Correctional Education,
1973, 25 (1), 13-23. (a) ' '

Mérsh; J. J. Higher education in American. prisons, Crime
and Delinquency Literature, March 1973, pp, 139-155,
(b) . | |

Marsh, J. J. 'Philosophical considerations of prison edu-
cation: "Pro and con". In M. V, Reagen, D, M Stoughton,
T. E. Smith; § J. C. Davis, School behind bars--A de-
scriptive overview of correctional education 1in the
American prison system (Abridged ed.)., Syracuse:
Syracuse University Research Corporation, Policy Insti-
tute, 1973. (c) ‘

L3

Marsh, J., & Adams, S. N. Prison education tomorrow. In
M. V. Reagen, D. M. Stoughton, T. E. Smith, § J. C.
Davis, School behind bars--A descriptive overview of
correctional education in the American prison system
(Abridged ed.). JSyracuse: Syracuse University Research'
Corporation, Policy Institute, 1973, o '

Marshall ‘Kaplan, Gans, and Kahn. An evaluation of 'NewGate.'
and other prisoner cducation programs: Final report,
San Francisco: Author, April 1973.

Marshall Kaplan, Gans, and Kahn. Additional data analysis
and evaluation of "Project NewGate™ and other prison
college programs. 35an Francisco: Author, March I975.

118




Martin, K. T, A brief history of prisoner education, In
M. V. Reagen, D, M, Stoughton, T, E, Smith, § J, C,
Davis, School behind bars--A descriptive overview of cors I

rectional education in the American Prison SyStem

(Abridged ed.), Syracuse;: Syracuse-Universify Research

Corporation, Policy Institute, 1973, ‘ ‘

Martinson, R, What works?--Questions and answers about
pPrison reform. Public Interest, Spring 1974, pp, 22-54,

Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Serv-
ices, Office of Planning and Research, Programmed In-

, struction Project: Final report, Baltimore: Author,
o March 1977, C o : '

McCollum, S. The aims and goals of the seminar, In Voca-
tional education in correctional institutions, Report .
on the Nationa eminar, vocationa ucation in Correc-
tional Institutions, conducted at Rutgers~The State
University, New Brunswick, June 1968,

McCollum, S. G. 'New designs for correctional education and
training programs. Federal Probation, June 1973, 37,

6-11,

McCollum, S. G. College for prisoners, Current Issues in
Higher Education, 1975, 30, 98-106,

McCollum, S. G. How do we develop cooperative approaches to
vocational education in corrections? In F, P, Cronin, C,
" M. Whitson, B. A. Reinhart, § L. S. Keith, Improving vo-
cational education in corrections: Proceedings oFf 'he
Workshop for Improving Vocational Education in Correc-
tional Enstitutlons eadership and Training Series No,

47). Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocatioral Educa-
tion, January 1974,

McCorkle, L. W, Groﬁp therépy in the treatment of offend-
ers. In A, R, Roberts (Ed.), Readings in prison educa-
tion. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C, Thomas, 1973,

McKee, J. M. The use of programmed instruction in cnrrec-
tional institutions. Paper presented at the East (0ast

Seminar on Adult Basic Education, Morgantown, West
Virginia, January 1970. (Available from Rehabilitation
Research Foundation, P.0. Box BV. University, Alabama
35486)

"119




McKee, J. M. Materials and technology of adult basic educa-
tion for corrections. NSPI Journal, 1971, 10(S), 8-12.

McNamara, C. E. Insight into corrections’ education,
American Journal of Correction, 1976, 38(3), 10-11.

Morse, K. L. The lggallissués concerning education of of-
fenders (Report No. 82). Denver, Col.: Edudation Com-
mission of the States, Correctional Education Project,
March 1976. : o

-

Nagel, W. G. Personal communication, December 14, 1976.

Olson, A. J. Instructing the functional illiterate. The
Journal of Correctional Education, 197§, 27(2), 6-7. '

Project LEO progress report. Unpublished manuscript, April .
X g, 1976. (Available from the Louisiana Commission on

Léw Enforcement and Administration of Criminal Justice,
# 1885 Wooddale Boulevard, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70806)

_Purcell, E. R.;'Education in our prisons: ''Measuring by
objective that which is subjective'. New York State Ed-
ucation, November 1970, 58, 11; 36. -

Reagen, M. V., Stoughton, D. M., Smith, T. E. § Davis, J. C.
School behind bars--A descriptive overview of correction-
.al education 1n the American prison system ridged ed.).
Syracuse: Jyracuse University Research Corporation, -
Policy Institute, 1973.

Research for Better Schools, Inc., Career Education Program.
"~ Basic skill instruction in six correctional institutions:
Final report. Philadelphia: Author, December 1974.

Roberts, A. R. Sourcebook on prison education: Past, pre-
sent, and future. Springfield, Il1l.: Charles C.‘fﬁomas,
1971 .

Roberts, A. R. (Ed.). ngdings in prison education.
Springfield, Il1l.: "Charles C. Thomas, 1975.

Roberts, A. R., § Coffey, O. D. A state of the art survey
for a correctional education network. College Park, Md.:
American Correctional Association, September 1976.

Ryan, T. A. Model components. In A. R. Roberts (Ed.).
Readings in prison education. Springfield, Ill.: Charles
. Thomas, 1973. :

120

1




.

Ryéh,:T. A. Personal comiunication, December 10, 1976,

Schaefer, C. J. Vocational education's role in our society.
In Vocational education in correctional institutions. -
Report of the National Seminar, Vocational Education in
Correctional Institutions, conducted at Rutgers-The State
University, New Brunswick, June 1968. . '

Smith, A. .Objectives of correctional institutions. 1In
Vocational education in correctional institutions. Report
or the National Seminar, Vocationa ducation in Correc-
tional Institutions, conducted at Rutgers-The State

’

.University, New Brunswick, June 1968.-

Spencer, C. § Berecochea, J. E. Vocational training at the
- California Institution for Women: An evaluation (Research
eport No. - oacramento: (alifornia.Department of
Corrections, Research Division, date unknown.

Singer, N. M. Economic implications of standards for correc-
tional institutions. Crime and Delinquency, 1977, 23(1),
14-31.

Stoughton, D. M., § Reagen, M. V. -Prisoner education today.
In M..V. Reagen, D. M. Stoughton, T. E. Smith, § J. C.
Davis,' School behind bars--A descriptive overview of cor-

" rectional education in the American prison Systenm
(Abridged ed.). OSyracuse: Syracuse University Research
Corporation, Policy Institute, 1973.°

Switzer, M. E. Vocational rehabilitation and corrections:
A promising partnership. In A, R. Roberts (Ed.),
Readings in prison education. Springfield, Ill,: Charles
C. Thomas, 1973, ‘ '

Texas Department of Corrections, Windham School District.
The Vocational Department. Huntsville, Tex.: Author, .
date unknown, ’ .

\,

U.S. Federal Bureau of Prisons. Education for tomorrow:
Federal prison system. Washington, D.C.: ~Author, 1976.

U.S. Federal Bureau of Prisons, Education Branch. Directory

lishe

of higher education in our prison system (Draft)- Unpub -
manuscript, 1975.




U.S. President's Task Force on Prisoner Rehabilitation. The
: criminal offender--What should be done? The report of The
President's Task Force on Prisoner Rehabilitation--April
1970. Criminal Law Bulletin, 1971, 7, 242-266. ‘

U.S. Senate, Cohmittee‘on'Labor and Public Welfare, Subcom-
mittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poveérty. Hearing:

~ Comprehensive correctional training and employment act,
1975 (5. 29627, Washington, D.C.: U.S.. overnment

Prlntiné Office, 1972,

Valletutti, P., & Mopsik, S. I. A conceptual model for cor-
rectional education programs: A special education per-
- spective.. In A. R. Roberts (Ed.), Readings in prison edu-
cation. Springfield, Ill.: -Charlea‘C. Tgomas, 1573.

Vukcevich, U. S. An attempt at self-direction through social
reeducation. In A, R. Robertsd(Ed.), Readings in prison °
education. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Tgomas,;1§73.

Washington State Board for. Community College Education,

The role of community colleges in corrections: An emerg-

in artnership (Proceedings of a conference at Yakima
VaiIey CoIiegei. Olympia, Wash.: Author, June 1973,
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 094 835)

Washington State Board For Community College Education, Vo-
cational Education Special Projects Division, The adult
correctional institutions educational programs: - Final

report. Olympia, Wash.: Author, June 1972.

Watson, M. R. § Stump, E. S. 'Predicting the General Educa-
tion Development Test score., Journal of Correctional
Education, 1974, 26(3), 8-10. -

Weissman, G. A. Redefining the problem, In F, P, Cronin, .
C. M. Whitson, B. A. Reinhart, & L, S, Keith, Improvin
vocational education in corrections: 'Proceedings of Tﬁe
workshop for Improving Vocational Education in Correction-
al Institutions (Leadership and Training Series No, 47),
Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocational. Education,
January 1976. :

Whitson, C. M. The Maryland Model: Final report of a proj-
‘ect to develop an educational plan tor the Maryland Divi-
sion of Correction., Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vo-
cational Education, October 1976, '

122




v .

—

1
'

Willetts, D. A. The college behind bars. Welfare Reporter

|

3
1

'(TrentOn), 1971, zz(S), 19’21u \.

: 4

Williams, C. Personal communication, January 19, 1977.

Wooldridge, S."Coilege'for prisoners: Ohio's open door.
Change, October 1976, pp. 17-20. . -

|

!
BU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE:s 1979-281‘380/’60!

!
.




